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Abstract!
Communication scholars who study international development and social change have
found that if facilitators of social change hope to find positive, lasting solutions to complex
social and environmental issues, they must incorporate more participatory approaches. However,
even the practitioners with the most noble intentions oftentimes fall short of facilitating truly
participatory practices because their strategies are the product of linear processes for evaluating
the change context. In this study, I apply Lennie and Tacchi’s (2014) approach to evaluating
communication for development in a case study of Pride Campaigns implemented by managers
throughout Indonesia who partnered with the conservation non-governmental organization
(NGO), Rare. I focus on the ways in which Pride Campaign Managers (PCMs) conceptualize
their roles in the development, implementation, and outcomes of Pride Campaigns, as well as on
the scope and breadth of participation that is generated throughout the campaign process, from
start to finish. Emergent findings suggest that Rare’s Theory of Change (ToC) model provides
overly assumptive connections between campaign activities and conservation results, while PCM
conceptualizations revealed different interpretations leading to a variety of practices which
emerge in the change process. Practices, such as asking community members about their needs,
promoting emergent knowledge through dialogue, and stimulating physical involvement in
handling campaign materials all appear to promote participatory communication. On the
contrary, practices that emphasize the linear delivery of packaged conservation messages without
any opportunities for collaboration among stakeholders appear to diminish participatory
communication.
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Chapter 1: Fishing for Participation - An Introduction to the Many Sides of
Social and Environmental Change!
!

The relationship between humanity and the environment is imbued with great complexity.

Scientific research suggests that daily human activity is not only the cause of great detriment to
planet Earth, but changes in those activities are also the only hope for saving it. Consider, for
instance, what has been referred to as the global fish crisis. According to a recent report on the
status of world fisheries and aquaculture by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, seventy-two percent of the world’s fish comes from Asia and depends particularly on
imports from developing countries. In addition, eighty-seven percent of fishery and aquaculture
employees are also from Asia. This means that not only does Asia provide a majority of the
world’s fish, but it also provides a huge number of jobs to people whose livelihoods are likely
dependent on this global commodity. FOA also reports that eighty-seven percent of the world’s
fish stocks have been overexploited or fully exploited, over fifty-five percent of the world’s reefs
are threatened by overfishing, and ninety-five percent of Asia’s coral reefs have been negatively
affected. The crisis manifests in the reality that the vast globalization of fish consumption is not
only depleting the world’s fish stock, but also destroying a majority of our coral reefs and
severely impacting the Earth’s ecosystems. This adds a greater degree of severity to the already
diminishing state of life on this planet. Adding to this crisis is the complexity of the humanenvironment relationship that ties individuals to the resources it has to offer, particularly in
developing regions of the planet where alternative, more sustainable forms of securing sufficient
livelihoods are not readily available (FAO, 2014; Baum et al., 2011; Bradatan, 2013).
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It is, of course, likely that these facts come as no surprise to western populations given
the relentless efforts of governmental and non-governmental organizations like the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) to create awareness
and influence policy concerning such issues. Yet despite these ongoing efforts, the world
continues to see these devastating numbers grow each year. Along with altered marine life the
planet faces disastrous weather changes, swelling record-high temperatures, land-submerging sea
levels, wildfire and pollution laying waste to the land, and heat-trapping blankets of carbon
dioxide in our air. One cannot deny the devastating transformations of this planet’s climate as a
consequence of destructive human habits like overfishing in Asia, yet despite this abundant
knowledge, there are limited positive environmental changes resulting from an effective actionplan to alter or inhibit these behaviors so as to better conserve the environment and its special
resources (Baum et al, 2011; Radovanovic, 2014; Santer, 2011). It is this critical environmental
and social problem that has prompted the current study and the continuation of research in this
field.
Contemporary social scientists who seek to understand communication for development,
along with social and environmental change, have spent the last three decades examining the
social factors that affect the position of individuals in communities and influence their attitudes
and relationships to their surrounding environment. They have found that humanity effects and is
affected by climate change in various ways because of cultural differences and individual
positionality within a community or socially constructed group. The facts previously discussed
serve as a prime example. The vast number of fishermen (and sometimes fisherwomen)
employed in Asia’s developing countries may have been exposed to information about
2" !

overfishing and continue to experience first-hand the depletion of fish stock and coral reefs. Yet,
given their impecunious position in life accompanied by a lack of resources and weak
infrastructure, most have limited access to more ecologically friendly alternatives for obtaining a
substantial livelihood. This is a tragedy of the commons scenario where a fisher person's only
concern is whether or not they will be able to feed their families at the end of the day (Hardin,
1968).
Western nations have thus taken it upon themselves to be the heroes of solving
devastating environmental and human conditions by offering developmental strategies to those
who are thought to lack the resources to change themselves. For instance, foreign NGOs and
ENGOs have formed partnerships in countries like Indonesia to develop plans to decrease
detrimental fishing activities. In studying these projects and efforts, many social scientists have
come to find that such development efforts are often problematic and unsuccessful because they
promote a top-down power structure that disregards the positionality of various individuals and
communities operating within the developing region in question. This has led to a more recent
and emerging field of study referred to as participatory communication for social change and
development. In this field, researchers and practitioners have come to understand that the full
participation of the community members being developed is key to truly enacting social change
and results in more positive outcomes. They argue that unless the existing communities of people
living in developing regions participate as agents in their own development, efforts are often lost
to instability and disempowering communicative structures (Kamali, 2007; Dempsey, 2010; Awa,
1989; Otsyina & Rosenberg, 1997). Herein lies the dilemma: How can outsiders promote
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positive social and environmental change in developing countries in a truly participatory way
without doing so in a vertically structured, top-heavy manner?
Communication scholars have explored the factors that play into developing and
implementing effective and democratic participatory communication methods (Sevaes, 2007;
Lennie & Tacchi, 2013; Daigneault & Jacob, 2009; Gregory, 2000). They have found that in
order for any development efforts to be considered truly participatory, the evaluators of such
development must first contemplate the key elements of participation; they must consider who
participates, what knowledge can be learned and what should be unlearned, how the process can
promote growth through experience, and finally what personal commitment they have to the
circumstance and community where social change and development is intended. Furthermore,
scholars of participatory communication draw on the facilitation paradigm to encourage more
effective participatory methods, suggesting that researchers and practitioners alike must take into
consideration six factors that influence such facilitation (Wilkens, 2014). These include (1) the
development context and positionality of the facilitator, (2) the role of the facilitator and
community in defining the problem, (3) the process for approaching that problem, (4) the
strategy for dealing with the problem, (5) the expected outcomes, and (6) the attitudes, values
and behaviors that the facilitator brings to the community and the participatory process.
In this thesis, I critically explore the role of campaign managers in facilitating
communicative structures that aim to elicit community participation on multiple levels to inspire
behavior change and promote conservation goals. I focus particularly on the ways in which Pride
Campaign Managers (PCMs) report the communication strategies employed throughout the
campaign process in a case study of Rare’s Pride Campaigns in Indonesia. Non-governmental
4" !

organizations (NGOs) such as Rare, are thought to play important facilitating roles in social
change that promote the inclusion of marginalized groups (Kelkar & Nathan, 2001; Panda,
2000). The conservation NGO Rare (a former acronym for “Rare Animal Rescue Effort”),
founded in 1973, is headquartered in Arlington, Virginia and operates jointly with cohorts
established in over fifty countries across the globe to promote community empowerment and
environmental stewardship. Each cohort partners with local organizations and selects leaders
from those organizations to implement Pride Campaigns. These social marketing campaigns
offer a method whereby existing conservationists are trained as socially adroit campaign
managers to work with communities to promote more sustainable conservation solutions for
fisheries, watersheds, and wetlands around the world, “leaving a legacy of increased capacity and
a sense of ownership, responsibility and pride in conservation” (Rare, 2015). They are taught to
“research and analyze community motivators and message the need for change in a way that
appeals to hearts and minds” (Rare, 2015). This methodology is professed to offer communitybased development which ascribes agency to the members of local communities to help develop
ways of engaging in more pro-environmental behaviors and conservation.
The cohort based in Bogor, Indonesia currently has five classes of students who have
graduated from the program. They are referred to as Bogor 1, Bogor 2, Bogor 3, Bogor 4, and
Bogor 5. Each of these classes is made up of both men and women from various provinces
throughout Indonesia (and a few from Malaysia and East Timor who also speak Indonesian) who
have focused on several environmental issues in their careers. With the use of the theory of social
change and other social marketing techniques, PCMs conduct research to identify barriers that
prevent positive social and environmental change. Then, they design campaigns that place the
5" !

agency for change within the hands of local community people, promoting community
participation in developing sustainable methods for addressing those barriers. Community
outreach and participation are key elements in the design and implementation of these
campaigns. The current study aims to understand just how Rare’s Indonesia cohort enacts their
theoretical goals, and with the use of a participatory development communication framework, to
explore the extent to which such goals are approached in a truly participatory way through the
recollections of PCMs.
While Rare cohorts can be found operating in other parts of the world, Rare’s Indonesia
cohort is optimal for this study for several reasons. First, it is located in South East Asia, a region
that is one of the largest fish producers in the world. Indonesia is also considered to be one of the
top ranked countries for fishing by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
second only to China. Fishing is also a vital way of life in Indonesia. A vast number of
communities line the coast of what is known to be the largest archipelago in the world, relying
on the wealth of ocean life to provide food and income. This dependence along with a growing,
global demand of fish leads to overfishing and illegal fishing, causing not only a lack of food for
the surrounding human populations, but also resulting in severe damage to coral reefs, thus
diminishing biodiversity in the archipelago of Indonesia. In turn, this not only damages a
significant part of our global ecosystem, but also depletes a major source of nutrients such as
protein for local Indonesian communities in a place where food security can be a real problem.
In order to explore the way in which PCMs conceptualize participatory communication
methods throughout the development and implementation of Rare’s Pride Campaigns it was
crucial to consider the participatory aspects of my own research methodology. Given that the
6" !

focus of this study is built around participatory approaches to communication, the methodology
for gathering data has also been participatory in nature. Data were gathered in multiple ways,
using ethnographic approaches. I visited two Rare campaign sites and attended four workshops
throughout Indonesia where I interacted with some of Rare’s PCMs in various ways, from simply
sitting in on group workshops or joining individuals during meal times, to actually participating
in Rare campaign activities. Inagaki (2007) concludes that communication techniques are very
complex and that communication channels can often overlap and intertwine in intricate ways.
Thus, it is important that I consider a variety of communication channels, both in my approach to
gathering materials so that I capture the complexity of communication throughout the interworkings of Rare cohorts and Pride campaigns, as well as in my analysis of communication
strategies and channels during Pride Campaigns. This includes the material culture that emerged
from various Rare activities, such as pamphlets, posters, photos, and other campaign materials.
Data collected throughout the campaign process were coded and interpreted with the use
of a participatory communication for social change and development framework put forth by
Lennie and Tacchi (2014). With the use of the grounded theory approach I manually coded data
to critically view the role of the PCM in promoting truly participatory methods. In order to
capture the nuances that may influence the sustainability of campaign results, I took a
microscopic look at the positionality of PCMs in proximity to all relevant agents in the campaign
process, from the NGO Rare to local people at campaign sites. I also focused on the way which
PCMs report the process and results of their campaigns. From this analysis, I learned more about
the connection between PCM and campaign implementation in Rare and to assess the viability of
participatory efforts on the part of campaign managers, or facilitators as agents for positive social
7" !

and environmental change. On the basis of my analysis, I propose suggestions for further
research as well as the possibilities for social redesign of conservation NGOs on participatory
principles that are more practically applied.
In this introductory chapter, I have illustrated the communicative complexities that
surround efforts to effect social and environmental change in developing regions, pointing out
the need for more participatory approaches, particularly in regard to fishing communities in
Indonesia. I have also introduced Rare, a conservation NGO that engages in the development and
implementation of Pride Campaigns to effect social and environmental change, as well as the
means by which I have developed and conducted this case study so as to assess the facilitation of
participatory communication methods. In the following chapter, I offer an in-depth discussion of
participatory interests in communication for development, simultaneously building a theoretical
framework as a basis for the current study. In Chapter two I also review scholarly literature
relevant to the development and implementation of more participatory approaches to social and
environmental change. In chapter three, I explain my methodological approach to the research
design and implementation processes used to conduct this case study. Chapter four provides an
analysis, presenting major themes that arise out of the coded data. The first theme discussed in
the analysis is primarily concerned with the communicative ways in which agency is positioned
leading to either top-down or bottom-up structures. The second theme deals with the ways in
which PCMs designate stakeholder roles — which can either be mobilizing or serve as a utility
for reaching the primary target audience — through communication strategies implement
throughout the campaign. The final theme explores various ways in which knowledge is created
and shared amongst PCMs and stakeholders as a result of PCMs’ campaign approaches. The
8" !

analysis chapter is followed by a thorough discussion of insights that can be drawn from the
study in chapter five. Here, I conclude with culminating remarks about the facilitation of
participatory communication efforts as a means of effecting social and environmental change in
Rare. Finally, I discuss limitations and offer suggestions for future research in this area. !

!

!
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Chapter 2: The Evolution of Participatory Communication for International
Development and Social Change!
A handful of men, women, and children from the village of Sumber Klampok in Taman
Nasional Bali Barat (TNBB), or “West Bali National Park” are gathered late at night at the home
of a local leader to prepare for the upcoming workshop titled “Membangan Kolaborasi Multi
Pihak Untuk Membuat Perencan Desa Wisata Berbasis Konservasi Jalak Bali”, or “Building a
Muli-Party Collaboration to Create a Conservation-Based Tourism Village based on the Bali
Starling”. Women and girls are gathered in a kitchen-like room just beyond the threshold of a
general living space (something like that of a living room). Here, they prepare snacks that will be
served to the guests who have been invited to attend this event to help generate ideas for
establishing ecotourism as an alternative means of economic growth for this small village. As we
scan across the living space we find younger children and boys and as we arrive at the other side
there is a hallway. Extending off the side of this hallway is a small room with a short round table
where a select group of village leaders, including a male graduate from Rare’s Bogor 1, have
convened to smoke — an important social gesture — and discuss the significant details
surrounding the following day’s workshop. !
On the day of the workshop, all-male invitees from the village spread across rows of
tables and chairs to take part in this workshop. Some of the workshop is conducted as a
presentation of ideas in which a panel of speakers, including Dr. Stacey Sowards from the
University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP), the Bogor 1 graduate and other officials from TNBB
share information about ecotourism. Later, the guests are invited to participate in activities in
order to generate ideas through dialogue for expanding their own ecotourism. The only women
involved, aside from Dr. Sowards and any of her female students from UTEP, are those who
deliver and set up refreshments and snacks during short breaks in the event.!
This brief account reflects the many layers of participation that are involved in efforts to
effect social and environmental change, and is not an uncommon tale among many communities
throughout Indonesia. It would be remiss to argue that this workshop was not at all inclusive or
" !
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that the community had no significant role in planning their own change. In fact, activities were
conducted in such a way that all guests were able to participate and voice their thoughts and
opinions about ecotourism. However, it is no mystery that certain groups of individuals within
the community espouse very particular roles in this change process. Men seemed to step into the
dialogue and decision-making roles while women stepped into the role of supportive house-wife.
This dynamic introduces a host of complexity with regard to participatory communication for
development and social change. !
Community participation is not a black and white concept, but rather operates within an
elaborate web of social constructs that do not necessarily empower all groups to take part in
change nor does that web encourage lasting change if the forces seeking to facilitate such change
aim to completely unravel the web. As such, it is imperative that we explore the literature that
unravels the many layers of social change and the roles of its participants. In the following
section, I contextualize Rare in the realm of international development and communication for
social change. Then, I delineate the Theory of Change approach that Rare’s Pride Campaign
Managers utilize in their individual Pride Campaigns. Finally, I explore a framework for
evaluating participatory communication efforts in Rare.!
International Development & Communication for Social Change!
Acknowledging that positionality is a key point of focus in assessing the participatory
process, it is only fitting that we locate Rare’s positionality as an international, nongovernmental, conservation organization. Geographically speaking, the organization is
headquartered in the U.S. in Arlington, Virginia, and has established cohorts, or partners in 56
countries around the world. Consequently, Rare can be thought of as the external party in the
international development process, and respectively, the groups of individuals that make up each
community wherein Pride Campaigns are implemented are considered internal parties. While
other more complex parameters blur this snapshot, the parallel in which an outsider seeks to, in
some way, change how insiders think or behave is a key topic of concern in the history of
" !
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international development. In order to better understand the significance of Rare’s status as an
international development agency endeavoring to effect positive social and environmental
change, we must first more thoroughly review the historical relevance of international
development in conjunction with communication for social change.
U.S. Contributions!
!

Of course, Rare is not the first U.S. based entity to embark, as an external party, on a

venture to bring an initiative to developing regions of the world. Early appearances of such
initiatives began in the 1940s when the U.S. initiated an international development assistance
program in Europe in order to remediate the world economy in response to the repercussions of
the Second World War (Jerneck, 2014). Between the 1950s and 1960s, the U.S. continued to
offer financial assistance to countries identified as “developing” and in need of support through
what can be referred to as the modernization model. This model, embodied by the work of
Daniel Lerner in the 1950s, begins with decisions about growth strategies being made by
government or development agencies, and then utilizing communication strategies like mass
media to disseminate information and sway communities to adopt or comply with these
decisions. The recipients of such support, however, often considered the projects extraneous
given their hierarchical configuration and disconnection from the complex problems experienced
by local people (Fraser & Restrepo-Estrada, 1998; Servaes & Arnst, 1999; McAnany, 2012;
Huesca, 2008). This sparked an interest in studying the role of communication in the practice of
development.
Communication scholars like Everett Rogers and Wilbur Schramm contributed theories
that delved further into the practice of diffusing information quickly and effectively through
" !
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mass media approaches. However, scholars of the 1970s and 80s, from a large range of fields
interrogated such theoretical and practical approaches to the dominant development paradigm.
For instance, Rogers’ “diffusion of innovation” model suggests that information is transmitted or
“diffused” throughout a community over time through five particular stages beginning with
creating awareness, growing knowledge and interest, procuring a decision, and conducting a
trial, all culminating toward the final adoption or rejection of new ideas or proposed behavior
changes (Rogers, 2003). A major drawback of this approach is that, like early models, the
diffusion of innovation theory assumes that knowledge can only come from external parties and
disregards the value of knowledge produced by internal stakeholders located both at the centers
and margins of involved communities. Drawing on the work of Swanson (1980), Howes (1980),
and others, Awa (1989) argues for the alternative confidence in indigenous, local knowledge:
As local knowledge is increasingly embraced in the design and execution of such
projects, we see the possibility that local peoples might finally cease to be the clients —
the objects — of development plans. Their active, willing participation in such projects
will result only from their being treated as full, equal partners in the endeavor. (p. 314)
For Awa and other scholars, it becomes evident that rather than thinking of individuals
within a community as tools for transmitting information, external parties must respect and
affirm community members as knowledgeable agents of change by actively trusting in their
expertise, thus empowering community members and creating solutions that are more likely to
last.
Momentum continued to build throughout the 1990s as scholars offered more criticism
for traditional, dominant development paradigms, creating a pathway for exploring more
" !
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genuine, participatory approaches to international development and communication for social
change. One significant criticism with respect to development communication contends that
despite attempts to employ more participatory approaches, early development efforts still utilized
social structures that promote domination and manipulation (Servaes & Arnst, 1999; Huesca,
2008; Servaes, 2007). Servaes and Arnst (1999) draw on the work of Beltrán (1980) to argue for
this incongruity in the following:
These [early development] concepts and models were guided philosophically by a
combination of behaviorism and functionalism prevalent in the social sciences and by
persuasion definitions of communication dating back to Aristotle in the humanities… The
development programmes and research projects falling out of this philosophical frame
tended to focus on individual attitudes and effects, while ignoring social, political, and
economic structures that frequently stood in contradiction to development goals. (p.
181)
While many development programs seek to incorporate local people in change efforts, the
structure for implementing such programs still emulated the kind of structure described here, in
which the participation of local people is limited only to their adoption or rejection of behavior
change and their voices remain muted.
Scholars also argue that early participatory communication approaches can often be read
ambiguously and thus implemented so, offering only minimal participation that dismisses its
more substantial premises of structuring self-governance and decentralized order (Otsyina &
Rosenberg, 1997; Servaes & Arnst, 1999). Finally, facilitators of participatory development
communication have been known to superimpose their own cultural structures on those being
" !
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developed, disregarding the established and distinctive culture in which the development is
taking place (Servaes & Arnst, 1999; Chow, 2003). As Takahashi (2008) explains, “Any
innovative changes, for better or worse, as outcomes of ‘participatory’ discussion could remain
on the ground and have an impact even long after outsiders leave. Outsiders’ temporal existence
could be a pulse for communities, but fundamentally communities have no option to change
where they live” (pp. 206). Discussing a case study about the role of community-based forest
management for sustainability in Indonesia, Takahashi recognizes that the involvement of
community members in working toward more sustainable social and environmental change must
be at a decision-making level in correspondence with their reality of their everyday existence.

Latin American Contributions
While development in the U.S. has come a long way from dominant development
approaches to more participatory endeavors, Latin American scholarship has been referred to by
many as the pioneering force behind the refinement of participatory communication to transcend
traditional development communication models. Barranquero (2011) explains that the Latin
American influence on participatory communication first appeared in 1947 with a study of
“miners’ radio stations in Bolivia and the national radio school project Suatenza-ACPO in
Colombia” (p. 159). This project was one of many revolutionary, grassroots efforts to fight back
against exploitation and “historical cycles of marginalization or [post]colonial violence” (p.160).
Rather than promoting traditional mass media and development practices, Latin American
practitioners introduced means of circulating local knowledge.
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Along with this shift from mass mediated knowledge to collective knowledge, was the
shift from a focus on the results of change initiatives to a focus on the process advocated by
scholars like Huesca (1999):
…the observation that the communication was frequently conceptualized in static, rather
than process, terms constituted the greatest challenge for development practitioners…
Latin American Scholars introduced a phenomenological orientation, which radically
altered the conceptualization, study, and practice of development communication…
[They] introduced more fluid and elastic concepts that centered on how-meaning-comesto-be in its definition. (p. 184)
Rather than seeking better methods for ensuring that audiences receive and understand
messages, this novel approach encouraged evaluators or researchers to focus their attention on
the process of social change, questioning how all stakeholders identify and define the need for
change. This allows for empowerment and ownership for those who typically occupy the less
central roles in community development.
The U.S. paradigm shift toward a more participatory take on communication for
development and social change is undergirded by the work of prominent Latin American scholars
like Paulo Freire, Luis Ramiro Beltrán, and Juan Díaz Bordenave. Freire most notably
contributed to the shift in the way scholars and practitioners position themselves and local
developers within the development communication process, moving from outsiders imposing
pre-determined programs on internal objects of development, to external apprentices of subjects
whose daily practice and knowledge can be mobilized agents of change. Beltrán and Bordanave
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introduced Latin American ideology into U.S. scholarship, triggering a more participatory
framework.
With participatory research becoming increasingly common, international organizations,
such as Rare are tasked with the challenge of overcoming the external/internal dichotomy, in
order to engage in more democratic development communication processes that empower local
people by inciting their wisdom and knowledge. Furthermore, they must develop accountability
measures that examine the entire design process of development programs for social change. In
fact, development research has become dependent on the refinement of systems for evaluating
social change initiatives, in order to institute accountability measures. !

Theory of Change: “A Rare Approach” !
!
As with most, if not all social and environmental endeavors, overcoming the world fish
crisis requires implementing effective strategies to bring about long-lasting change. In order to
develop such strategies, it is reasonable to assume that facilitators should adopt a system of
evaluation for defining the dimensions of change and measuring outcomes. If, for example, Rare
hopes to implement campaigns that will promote social and environmental change, provide a
lasting, positive effect in Indonesian fishing communities and offer replicable solutions, they
must first determine what changes are hoped for and parameters for measuring the effects of their
efforts. In fact, they argue that they have done just that.
Rare advertises a problem identification and solutions approach to change in the
following explanation:
Rare partners with local organizations to run comprehensive marketing campaigns, called
Pride campaigns, to inspire communities to take pride in their natural resources. Pride
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sparks and builds community support for the adoption of more sustainable behaviors, the
bright spot.turns conservationists into skilled social scientists by training them to
research and analyze community motivators and message the need for change in a way
that appeals to hearts and minds. (Rare, 2015).
This approach to change is accomplished with the use of a Theory of Change model
(ToC) whereby PCMs are able to assess target audiences and then plan and implement social
marketing strategies with the hopes of enacting social and environmental change. After assessing
campaigns with this model and replicating solutions that have accomplished planned goals, Rare
believes it has found a way to, “…turn local change into global impact” (Rare, 2015). Each of
Rare’s PCMs operates within the same, predetermined process: after identifying and defining a
species or habitat to be protected, as well as the audiences being targeted, managers use a ToC
model to develop, implement, and evaluate Pride Campaigns.

Illustration 1.1: ToC Model used in Rare’s Pride Campaigns.
Illustration 1.1 depicts a skeleton of the basic strategies and desired outcomes that are
incorporated into each pride campaign. The strategies are represented by the first four parts of
the model, separated by plus signs in the figure. The first strategy is Knowledge, where managers
design and implement means for increasing community awareness about individual behavior and
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how it affects the environment. The second strategy, Attitude, represents the strategy for
appealing to the emotions of community members by speaking about personal, cultural, and
economic benefits of protecting nature. The Interpersonal Communication strategy suggests that
campaign managers facilitate ways for individuals to speak with each other about the issues at
hand. Finally, the Barrier Removal strategy asks campaign managers to identify barriers that
prohibit desired behavior change, and offer solutions for removing those barriers. By
implementing these four strategies, it is predicted that managers will be able to meet specific
outcomes that will lead to the final Conservation Result. These outcomes include Behavior
Change, whereby community members adopt alternative, pro-environmental behaviors, and
Threat Reduction, whereby managers demonstrate a measurable reduction of threats due to
change in behavior, like overfishing. These are expected to lead to the final Conservation Result,
which is measured by tracking changes in the health and/or population of the species and/or
habitat being targeted for protection.
ToC is a model that stems from the systematic social inquiry branch of evaluation
research, pioneered by researchers like Donald Campbell (Berk & Rossi, 1999). At its base,
evaluation theory and research is an evidence-based measurement of program impacts that arose
from the notion that “social programs should have demonstrable benefits” (Berk & Rossi, 1999,
p. 1). Naturally, evaluation research is concerned with the motives behind, justification for, and
process by which researchers and practitioners evaluate the success of their efforts in a large
scope of fields. These concerns led to the three distinct branches of evaluation research. While
other branches of evaluation research are concerned with motives behind evaluating initiatives
(social accountability branch) and who gets to determine parameters for success (epistemology
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branch), the systematic social inquiry branch, from which ToC stems, is concerned with roots
and functionality of evaluation models. Researchers and practitioners maintain that the success
or failure of initiatives aimed at assessing and impacting social phenomena should be measurable
and systematically linked to the components of the initiative. This correspondence between
outcomes and planned program strategies informs decision-making in related, future initiatives
(Weiss, 1972). As with Rare, the major hope of evaluation models, such as ToC, is that when
implemented properly, they will assist in finding replicable solutions to common problems.
Researchers identify several aspects of ToC that are presumed to enable practitioners to
access this replicability to reproduce effective change initiatives, but also recognize areas of
weakness that require great consideration. First, ToC acts as a social change guide, offering a
causal pathway that will direct practitioners from point A to point B. In the case of Rare, point A
is the current attitudes, knowledge, communicative structures, and other barriers that influence
behaviors throughout Indonesian communities and lead to major social and environmental
concerns. Point B is the conservation outcome that is expected after campaign managers follow a
plan to change attitudes, increase knowledge, inspire interpersonal communication, and remove
existing barriers. By utilizing a theory-based approach to change, practitioners, such as Rare’s
campaign managers, can build a precise plan, based on precise and measurable underlying
assumptions about the key elements that are expected to effect change (Valters, 2014).
Unfortunately, several researchers acknowledge that the empirical basis for these
assumptions is often inadequate, which inhibits a clear connection between outcomes and
strategies within the initiative. One such assumption within Rare, for instance, might be that if
community members engage with pre-developed campaign materials in a positive way via social
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marketing strategies, that they will in turn adopt more pro-environmental behaviors, like fishing
outside of no-take zones. Servaes (2012) describes social marketing as “…the application of
commercial marketing techniques to solve social problems. It is also a multi-disciplinary
approach because it concerns education, community development, psychology and
communication… The process involves planning, implementation and monitoring of programs to
persuade the acceptance of social ideas” (p. 207). One major concern, however, is that strong
social marketing does not necessarily equate to actual behavior change. As Whiting (1997)
explains, “Our semantic conception of the world can lead us to intervene in it, but does not
guarantee intended changes. The brute world is still in motion… An empty stomach is not filled
by symbols” (p. 204). While an audience might openly receive a message and all of the nicely
planned symbolism that comes with it, their actions are still guided by the realities of their
everyday lives. If a local fisherman is indebted to a “fish boss,” he must then catch enough fish
to not only repay his debts, but also feed his family, even if it means fishing in sustainable notake zones.
While theory-based evaluation models have oftentimes been thought to contribute a
strong basis for promoting immediate change, many researchers argue for the incorporation of a
more participatory approach to be intertwined with these models in order to account for the
complexity of initiatives. For example, Barnes et al. (2003) concludes that while the ToC
framework was useful for testing and documents strategies and their outcomes, “an evaluation of
overarching strategies to build collaborative capacity would be more effectively evaluated by a
design that was more explicitly constructed around the theoretical insights from new institutional
theory and complexity theory, and that recognizes the significance of socially constructed
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meanings of values and action” (p. 282). The notion is that if an evaluation approach recognizes
and accounts for the complex fabric that is woven into a social system, evaluators and
researchers will gain insight into how meanings are negotiated within a context of actors. They
will also prepare us to better respond to unpredictable changes.

A Framework for Evaluating Participatory Communication in Rare!
As previously mentioned, concerns with the disempowering and marginalizing elements
of dominant development paradigms in the early 1970s precipitated the emergence of more
participatory approaches to communication for development and social change. Since then,
countless interpretations of participatory communication now proliferate the social change and
development realm. Most, however are thought to lack a strong empirical basis for their
theoretical assumptions and, when used by practitioners, continue to resemble the dominant
development paradigm. Most evaluation models also appear to perpetuate the disempowering
and marginalizing, complex systems already established in the development context. In this
study, I utilize the participatory evaluation framework to make sense of how PCMs report their
campaigns. This allows for an in-depth look at the role of participation as it is reported in the
eyes of the evaluator. In assessing the ways in which campaign managers communicate about
their campaigns, we can gain a better understanding of facilitating roles in participatory
communication for social change and development.
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Participatory Research - Theory vs Practice
Participatory research is undergirded by principles of empowerment and inclusion among
a large range of stakeholders linked to a development program. Drawing on the groundwork of
researchers like Piotrow and White in the late 1990s, Muturi and Mwangi (2009) state,
Participatory communication has been viewed as a process of creating and sharing
knowledge, understanding and meanings among stakeholders, and where the project
beneficiaries (targeted for change) are actively engaged in the design and implementation
of project activities at various levels to achieve the desired goals. (p. 76)
These foundational elements suggest that in order for approaches to communication for
development and social change to be truly participatory, they must promote open dialogue,
challenging the existing power structures that typically derail project goals, effectually offering
opportunities for more sustainable change. Opening space for the kind of dialogue that expands
the amount of decision-making power, or agency that individual stakeholders are able to access
is often dependent upon several factors, including where those stakeholders are located within
the power structure, as well as where the evaluators position themselves throughout the process
of the campaign, particularly in terms of gaining trust and promoting partnership.
Unfortunately, even those practitioners with the most noble intensions to implement
development projects in a truly participatory way, sometimes fall short of facilitating
empowerment and inclusive practices because not enough attention is paid to the practices
implemented at the micro-level. Muturi and Mwangi (2009) conduct a case study, critically
assessing participatory approaches used by the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) and partnering agencies in a campaign addressing gender-based violence in the
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Caribbean. They outline several key areas demonstrating the disintegration of participatory
efforts at the micro-level of facilitation:
In this project, the planning meetings discussed all the project activities based on the
ideal participatory model. However, what actually happened in project implementation
was determined by a variety of factors. Leadership problems starting from the top, lack
of NGO capacity, particularly to keep up with the demands and requirements of the
UNDP and other funding agencies, personal issues within the local organizations, and
failure to foresee possible problems and address them proactively contributed to
the problems faced by this project. (p. 87)
In this instance, major issues stem from the strains of top-down power structures
competing with the complexity of systems at the ground-level. That is to say, it can be difficult to
implement participatory practices when much of the decision-making power is controlled by
funding agencies. This circumstance leads to top-down approaches to communication for
development and social change (C4D&SC) that do not correspond well with long-established
cultural and economic conditions that constitute a way of life within individual communities.
The greatest concern is that evaluators often depend solely on the linear structure of their
evaluation model, and thus do not anticipate these complexities and are ill-equipped to adjust
accordingly (Chen et al., 2012; Awa, 1989; Waisbord, 2001; Kamali, 2007) . Otsyina and
Rosenberg (1997) review participatory efforts in a development project conducted in the
Shinyanga region of Tanzania. The project, referred to as HASHI was similar to Rare in that it
was established as an initiative to seek more sustainable, ecologically acceptable practices while
also improving the livelihoods of local people. In this case, the environmental concern was
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deforestation and desertification of soil as a result of farming practices. Otsyina and Rosenberg
argue that a major factor contributing to the failure of this project was “…the fact that good ideas
were favoured over the realities - resources available to farmers, especially land, water and skills.
Ideas introduced to farmers would have been highly beneficial if adopted but were rejected due
to lack of resources” (p. 91). In many cases, a development project may simulate a participatory
approach on paper and may even appear to offer promising results given demonstrable short term
effects. However, if the implementation process is not given the proper surveillance and does not
rigorously consider the complexity of existing systems, it seems most initiatives eventually
become ineffective in achieving long-term goals. In Rare’s case, the linear, ToC model is said to
offer a solution-based approach to change. Having witnessed the futility of similar models, one
cannot contest the need to adopt a framework that will allow for a comprehensive examination of
participatory efforts, not just as they are presented on paper, but as they emerge in reports of the
facilitation process.

A Framework for Evaluating Communication for Development
Participatory communication is a popular trend in current evaluation research that has
been proposed as a means of assessing and measuring the level of participation incorporated into
social change programs. Current researchers in the evaluation field are working to develop a
sound participatory evaluation instrument that effectively assesses stakeholder participation
(Gregory, 2000: Daigneault & Jacob, 2009; Daigneault, 2012). The first step to developing such
an instrument is to establish a more concrete definition of participation reinforced by more deepseated, fundamental assumptions about the development and social change process (Lennie &
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Tacchi, 2013). Researchers have developed fundamental principles in four key areas that help us
to better assess the role of participation in evaluating communication for development: These
include (1) principles related to the context and social change process, (2) principles related to
the use and selection of evaluation approaches, methodologies and methods, (3) principles
related to the evaluation approach and design, (4) principles related to outcomes of evaluations
and evaluation capacity development.

Illustration 2.1: Lennie and Tacchi’s Model for Evaluating Communication for Development.14
Lennie and Tacchi (2013) offer the most current and compelling framework for assessing
the role of participation in a campaign (depicted in Illustration 2.1). They maintain that seven
components — participatory, holistic, critical, realistic, learning-based, emergent, and complex
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— are all inter-related parts of an evaluation model that is not only more participatory in nature,
but also generates more sustainable outcomes. As depicted in the figure, each component is
guided by several principles regarding participatory communication for development and social
change, atoning for inadequacies of earlier evaluation models.

Participatory!
!

The participatory component of this wheel-like framework is underpinned by principles

of inclusion, dialogue, partnership, and trust. These principles are particularly useful when
deliberating on an initiative’s long-term goals. While many social marketing efforts, participatory
or not, might offer demonstrable short-term benefits, efforts that manifest as truly participatory
are thought to lead to more sustainable social change (Servaes, 2008; Servaes et al., 2012; Chen
et al, 2012; Takahashi, 2008). Servaes (2007) explains, “Partnerships between policy-makers,
practitioners, stakeholders and academics need to be fostered at all levels in order to facilitate
dialogue about the needs, perspectives and resources allocated to development communication
programmes” (p. 502). When a program is truly participatory, it targets the needs of community
members by inciting the voices of those who are typically muted and most impacted by major
environmental and/or social issues. This inclusion of all voices is then paired with creating
spaces for an open dialogue where collaboration is made possible and knowledge is shared. This
is an alternative to dominant, top-down approaches in which the message is created by the
evaluator and then dispersed or diffused through the masses. When individuals participate in
defining the problem and developing solutions, they are able to act as partners in social change
efforts rather than objects of change. When facilitating partnerships, one extends a sense of
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ownership and agency to the individual, ultimately establishing trust and a genuine desire to
continue engaging in new behaviors (Sevaes, 2008). When these principles are employed as the
basis for engaging in a process of participatory communication, it is safe to assume that
initiatives will naturally materialize in a participatory way, creating the conditions for sustainable
social change. !

Holistic!
The holistic component in Lennie and Tacchi’s framework for evaluating C4D
incorporates a focus on context, systems, inter-relationships, and inter-connections. Within this
component, evaluation is fortified by a greater understanding of the network of actors within
which the C4D program is being implemented. In order to facilitate C4D in a way that is truly
participatory, the evaluator must thoroughly probe the “social, cultural, and economic systems”
already in place as well as the ways in which those systems intertwine. Given that environmental
concerns are also linked to social, cultural, and economic systems, the principles of the holistic
component are also important when evaluating the potential for sustainability in conservation
initiatives. In fact, Servaes, et al. (2012) extensively discuss the role of incorporating a more
holistic approach in order to reach sustainable outcomes, concluding that “The two basic
approaches to sustainable development are first, approaching a balance or reconciliation of
traditional economic growth with ecological and environmental conditionings, and second, a
philosophy or ideology that conceptualizes civilization in a holistic manner” (p. 106).
Sustainability is described as a social concern in which all individuals must engage in a dialogue
that leads to reconciliation rather than one group overpowering another. Thus it is important that
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the evaluator considers the various stakeholders and the nuances of their relationships with each
other.!

Complex!
!

In addition to understanding the ways in which various stakeholders operate in

connection with existing systems, this framework also suggests that evaluators must recognize
that social change within these systems is complex and cannot be sufficed with linear
approaches. Evaluating an initiative in light of such complexities means acknowledging that the
dynamics of the social change process are uncertain, unpredictable, pervaded with
contradictions, and dependent upon multiple perspectives. Subašic et al. (2008) argue from a
social psychology standpoint that “There is a tendency to understand intergroup relations in
dualistic terms… It may be problematic, however, when there is a need to understand and
explain processes characterized by fluidity in people’s understanding of themselves and others in
the broader context of intergroup relations, and social change in intergroup relations is an
example of such a process” (p. 346). For instance, PCMs are not simply operating within a
dichotomous structure in which they are outsiders aiming for social change on the inside.
Instead, the process of social change encompasses a complex understanding of how evaluators
identify their personal roles as well as how they perceive other stakeholders within their
campaigns. Subašic et al. (2008) continue, “Our capacity to understand the dynamics of social
change may, therefore, be hindered by an assumption that this process can be reduced into
conflict between the privileged and the disadvantaged, the dominant and the subordinate, or the
powerful and the powerless” (p. 346). If Rare PCMs fail to acknowledge the importance of such
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complexity, they are likely to bypass the dynamics of relationships and are then unable to fully
overcome the challenges and paradoxes associated with the social change process.

Critical!
The success of a social change initiative that is facilitated with a truly participatory
approach is not only dependent upon an understanding of the many complexities that stem from
the relationships between stakeholders, it is also important that the evaluator critically views the
amount of power to which individual groups have access. The primary importance of considering
issues of gender, class, ethnicity, and other socio-economic differences is that while some social
change initiatives may appear participatory in nature, the level of participation may be unequal
and imbalanced, and therefore may lead to unsuccessful programs (Mai et al. 2008; Takahashi,
2008). Cote and Nightingale (2011) discuss the crucial role of such difference in environmental
efforts:
When power and knowledge are conceptualized as dynamic and situated processes –
inherent to socio-environmental systems rather than externalities that need to be
controlled – and agency distanced from self-determining, rational actors, the focus of
empirical investigations and theoretical development shifts to political and ethical
questions as crucial drivers of social-ecological outcomes rather than ‘inconvenient’
politics that can be simply sorted out through institutional design. (p. 487)
In other words, marginality and power imbalance in a community is not a barrier that can
simply be hurdled or removed. On the contrary, it is often deeply embedded in the fabric of
society, and must be critically assessed with a focus on the complex processes that perpetuate
" !
30

such imbalance. Höivik and Luger (2009) describe participatory communication as “… a vehicle
for liberation from oppression, assisting in the creation of a sense of fellowship among the
members of a group or community who seek to change their situation” (p. 325). In order to
orchestrate the conditions for such liberation and fellowship, it is important that the evaluator of
a social change initiative not only accentuate marginality and difference in the social fabric of a
community, but that they actively work to navigate that structure so as to emphasize the voices
that would otherwise be muted.
Researchers have begun to more critically explore the role of gender when studying
conservation or forestry related organizations as a means of fully understanding community
needs and effective policymaking. However, despite their significant reliance on tree and forest
products, it is questionable whether women’s roles in forestry and conservation extend to a truly
participatory level within the decision-making process in land management (Warren, 2000; Lama
& Buchy 2002;Vasan, 2007; Ruyter & Warnecky, 2008). Some researchers such as Mai, Mwangi,
and Wan (2011) recognize various benefits and obstacles associated with gender inclusion in
forestry management and research. They discuss studies that illustrate a positive correlation with
women’s participation in decision-making processes and “…improved forest governance and
resource sustainability” (p. 246) as well as the “…empowerment of marginalized groups…” (p.
246). In short, gender inclusion provides a more holistic understanding of community needs
which results in effective policy development and empowerment.
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Emergent!
!

While a truly participatory social change initiative must critically and holistically view

the complex fabric of a community, it is also important to capture, like a fishing net, the nuances
that shape a community. Furthermore, evaluators must be equipped with dynamic, flexible,
adaptive and self-organizing strategies for navigating such nuances (Servaes et al., 2012; Bishop,
1998; Cousins & Earl, 1992). Thus, an evaluation method must be emergent, meaning that the
evaluator must relinquish a large degree of control and instead engage in a process that is guided
by naturally occurring and mobilizing phenomena that already exist within a system. SuárezHerrera et al. (2009) conceptualize participatory evaluation to intentional change as a learning
praxis in pluralistic organizations:
… requires an adapting, critical and evolving process of organizational learning, which
should focus on individual and collective growth and development… We must develop
both the technical and emancipatory aspects of the rationales and conceptions of our
participatory evaluations, which must be explored, analysed and interpreted through
mixed approaches to research and action, and be culturally sensitive to the complex and
dynamic nature of pluralistic organizations. (p. 332)
Although the current study is not necessarily concerned with change taking place within
an organization, Rare evaluators are engaging in change that incorporates a plurality of
stakeholders who must negotiate dynamically and adaptively in order to overcome common
barriers. Thus it is the responsibility of the evaluator to organize the communicative structure so
that it is flexible and able to adapt or mold itself to capture new ideas or emergent ways of
understanding the system in place. The self-organizing portion of this component is
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conceptualized as a feedback loop that allows for the continuous re-assessment of the evaluation
process and new findings so that adjustments can be made as needed.

Realistic
Having acknowledged the complex nature of communication for social and
environmental change, it is important that an evaluation of such efforts is not overly idealistic,
meaning that it must operate in such a way that it realistically and pragmatically considers
systems as they are, rather than as they should be. Furthermore, this component of Lennie and
Tacchi’s framework suggests that an evaluation model must incorporate mixed methods, and
must be both grounded and engaged. Methodologies that are chosen as a means for evaluating
communication for social change must avoid overgeneralized assumptions or finite
representations by being applied with flexibility and implementing a triangulated approach. In a
comparison of ToC approach and the “Realistic Evaluation” approach to communication for
development and social change, Blamey and Mackenzie (2007) argue,
Realistic Evaluation approaches might… be brought to bear on more micro level aspects
of the most promising programme theories… some evaluators have been too cavalier in
touting theory-based approaches as the answer to policy-makers’ and programme
planners’ problems, and what is needed is much greater realism about the size of the
evidence base that can be advanced within any one evaluation. p. 452
While theoretical approaches to communication for social change may be useful, it is the
more realistic approaches that allow for a truly grass-roots, pragmatic look at the way social
change endeavors are implements so as to find practical solutions to complex problems. This is
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reinforced by an approach that is also comprehensively evaluative, meaning that the evaluation
process is not simply a portion of the entire social change initiative; it is a thread that is
interwoven throughout the entire campaign from start to finish.

Learning-Based
The final component of Lennie and Tacchi’s framework for evaluating C4D suggests that an
evaluation model must be premised by the principles of participatory action scholarship as well
as action-learning models. Learning must be continuously evolving so that evaluators can
quickly adapt to pivotal changes that may emerge throughout the campaign process. In the
framework, an evaluation model that successfully incorporates a learning-based approach is also
responsive, creative and encourages capacity development. Suárez-Herrera (2009) reviews
several scholarly works supporting the evaluator’s role as one that extends far beyond that of the
central researcher and change agent:
…the role of evaluator shifts from being a principal investigator and participant observer
to becoming responsible for accomplishing tasks related to learning, mediation, teaching,
local development, social change, education and promotion of interactive learning
environments. As a coordinator of this set of tasks, the participatory evaluator helps to
organize and bring all the phases of the evaluative project together, so meaning and
values can be negotiated by the group through learning, long-lasting and communicative
strategies. The evaluator becomes consequently a partner in a process in which everyone
is committed to intentional change (Springett, 2001) through an organizational learning
process. (p. 330)
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Based on this notion of learning as a key component in evaluation, rather than PCMs
from Rare acting as the sole proprietors of social and environmental change, they are instead cocreators in a much more collaborative process in which all stakeholders take part in a learning
process that enables dialogue and negotiation of solutions that meet the needs of all parties.
Scholars also suggest that learning should be deeply rooted in, not only the planning
process of Rare Pride Campaigns, but also in evaluating campaign outcomes. Rather than only
considering areas where campaigns were successful, evaluators are encouraged to consider
negative encounters and outcomes as learning opportunities that lead to self-correction as a
means of capacity building (Servaes et al., 1999). Kamali (2007) recalls his own experience
while engaging in learning-centered forms of evaluations, “The more I lived and worked with the
participants in this continuous learning process, the more I became aware of the complexity and
challenges of participatory research and development… Significant concepts and issues were
raised that become vivid in this kind of research paradigm which would otherwise not be
possible” (p. 119). Rather than aiming to illuminate bright-spots in social change, evaluation
should revolved around learning that encourages growth and understanding in order to
continuously refine the approach thus always getting better at change.

Evaluating “Pride Campaigns”and the “Rare Approach” to Social and Environmental
Change
The seven components of Lennie and Tacchi’s evaluation model outlines participatory
communication for development and offers a foundation for the present evaluation. I employ this
model to explore the role of the PCM in facilitating participatory communication throughout the
Pride Campaign process. The exhaustive nature of the model offers an opportunity for rigorously
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undertaking the similarly intricate nature of participation as a whole. I explore the many levels of
participation within this process to offer suggestions for the kind of communication methods that
are conducive for empowering marginalized groups as well as fortifying change that is selforganizing and long-lasting. The research conducted in this study aims to answer the following
four research questions:
(RQ1) How do Rare’s PCMs conceptualize participation when discussing the campaign
process?
(RQ2) How do PCMs conceptualize the capacity and scope of community members’ !
!

roles in designing and implementing campaign activities?
(RQ3) How do PCMs conceptualize their own roles in designing and implementing
campaign activities?
(RQ4) What kinds of attitudes, values and behaviors do PCMs bring to communities and
the participation process?
By exploring the campaign process as it is interpreted by PCMs, one can look more

closely at the role of the facilitator in promoting participatory communication for social change
and development. In this study, we find that participation operates on multiple levels. PCMs’
attitudes about and perceptions of prescribed campaign methodologies and community
stakeholders seem to be the thread that pieces together the many layers of participation resulting
in campaigns that can either promote or displace the fundamental principles of participatory
communication. In developing an initial understanding of how PCMs conceptualize participation
in the campaign process, we can assess whether participatory communication methodologies are
even fundamentally in line with overarching tenets in order to provide the communicative
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structure to promote participation in an empowering and sustainable way. In addition to assessing
PCM fundamental understanding of participation, this study more explicitly explores PCM
conceptualizations of personal, and well as other stakeholder roles. This allows for connections
to be made between the many levels of the Pride Campaign process — from theory to
implementation — as it is filtered through the PCM perspective. This also allows for
communication scholars and social change practitioners to more critically examine the
facilitator’s role in promoting and engaging in more participatory communication methods. As a
result we can decipher some of the more effective and truly participatory practices from those
that only appear to be a spectacle of participation.

!
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Chapter 3: Methodology - Dimensions of Participation!
A significant aspect of Lennie and Tacchi’s evaluation model is that it is not bound to any
definite methodology, but rather serves as an ideological approach, leaving communication
scholars with an opportunity to explore a variety of applications. In this study, I take a
retrospective, sense-making approach to the methodology by first gathering research as a
participant observer and interviewer and then later utilizing Lennie and Tacchi’s approach to
interpret the collected data. In the following, I will first reveal the research setting that prompted
the methodological approach. Finally, I will delineate the various methods utilized for collecting
data for the subsequent analysis.!
Research Setting!
!
A key aspect of international development is the notion of partnership (Walton, 2013).
Partnership is often the cornerstone of international development initiatives, creating
opportunities for those project managers to acquire the proper funding and support to remain
operative. It is UTEP’s partnership with Rare and the University of Mulawarman (Unmul) that
afforded me the opportunity to conduct this in-depth case study. This partnership was created in
order for the two universities and conservation NGO to collaborate in an initiative to explore
conservation and positive social and environmental change throughout Indonesia. Under the
direction of Dr. Stacey Sowards, UTEP’s USAID-funded, Faculty-led Study Abroad Program in
Indonesia is a component of this partnership which made the present study possible. It is through
this program that I was able to collect sufficient and meaningful data. I travelled as a participant
in the study abroad program, and thus acted as an affiliate of the partnership. This helped to
establish my role as a participant-observer, which fortified the connection to other partners
within the program. By allowing Rare participants to think of me as an extension of the
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partnership, I was able to establish a relationship of equality versus one hindered by an
imbalanced power structure; which seems to be the case with more traditional research
methodologies (Barnes et al., 2003; Takahashi, 2008; White, 2004).
The findings reported in this study were collected through a variety of methodological
approaches — predominantly participatory in nature — and focused primarily on two aspects of
Rare’s Pride Campaigns. First, I focused on the ways in which PCMs conceptualize their roles in
the development, implementation, and outcomes of Pride Campaigns, and second, on the scope
and breadth of participation that is generated throughout the campaign process, from start to
finish. By understanding the role of the PCM as the facilitator and evaluator of the campaign
process, simultaneously acknowledging the various levels of influence that trickle down from
upper-level administration, one can more critically assess the ways in which ideas are created
and communicated across stakeholders. Furthermore, understanding the ways in which
participation is facilitated, has allowed for a critical assessment of the power structure
undergirding the campaign process. Skolits et al. (2009) argue, “…conceptualizing evaluator
roles primarily based on a particular evaluation model, evaluation method, or stakeholder
orientation does not realistically account for many of the activities for which an evaluator is
responsible” (pp. 276). While better understanding PCM roles is key to improving the facilitation
and evaluation process as a whole, the researcher is responsible for implementing a methodology
that furnishes understanding in a thorough and candid way. By assessing the PCM’s role by
simply exploring the evaluation model or method, the current study would only see social change
on paper, where it was theoretically structured. Such an analysis would have provided a
superficial view of Rare’s change initiative. Instead, I focused on the way that PCMs
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communicate about their campaigns in order to capture the nuances of their values and attitudes
toward their and other stakeholders’ roles throughout the campaign process.

Data Collection
According to their ToC model, Rare’s participatory approach allows ideas to come from a
variety of stakeholders both at the core and periphery of society, and thus are communicated in
such a way that encourages equal participation and leads to empowerment of marginalized
groups and true, long-lasting social and environmental change. By implementing a more
participatory as well as critical approach in my own methodology, I was able to gather
information in a way that promotes the same principles of social justice and credibility.
Data for this study were collected through multiple avenues, the most meaningful of
which was collected over a span of 7 weeks as a participant in UTEP’s Study Abroad Program.
This time frame is divided into two summer sessions: first for three weeks between June and July
of 2013 and a second time for four weeks during June of 2014. In the duration of my
participation, I was able to gather data under the supervision of Dr. Stacey Sowards, operating
under the sanction of her research permit from the Ministry of Research and Technology
(RISTEK) in Indonesia, in congruence with my approved IRB proposal at UTEP.
As a participant observer, I attended four different workshops. One was a five day Rare
workshop called “Lokakarya Alumni Pride”, or “Alumni Pride Workshop” that took place at an
ecolodge in Makassar, East Kalimantan known as PPLH Puntondo. During this workshop, Rare
campaign managers from Bogor cohorts one through four, came together to discuss the outcomes
of their campaigns and goals for moving forward. The other took place at Institut Pertanian
Bogor, “Bogor Agricultural University” where Bogor five, the most recent graduating class
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presented the outcomes of their campaigns and worked to complete their final reports. Another
workshop that I attended was called, “Membangan Kolaborasi Multi Pihak Untuk Membuat
Perencan Desa Wisata Berbasis Konservasi Jalak Bali”, or “Building a Muli-Party Collaboration
to Create a Conservation-Based Tourism Village based on the Bali Starling”. This workshop was
organized by a Rare PCM and his colleagues from Taman Nasional Bali Barat, or West Bali
National Park in Sumberklampok, and was meant to gather local people and UTEP visitors to
discuss options for expanding ecotourism as an alternative form of income for their community
to help grow the Bali Starling population. Finally, I attended a workshop in Bontang City, East
Kalimantan entitled “Workshop Pengembangan Pariwisata Alam di Taman Nasional Kutai
(TNK)“, or “Workshop Nature Tourism Development in Kutai National Park”, organized by
Kutai National Park in partnership with Unmul, UTEP, Rare and USAID. Individuals from
associated backgrounds gathered at this conference to share their perspectives of the positive and
negative aspects of nature tourism and then discuss possibilities for how it might be instituted at
TNK. Data collected from these workshops resulted in 64 pages of observation notes.
In addition, I also visited two Rare Pride Campaign Sites. In July 2013, I visited Taman
Nasional Bali Barat (TNBB), or “West Bali National Park” where one PCM had completed a
campaign to inspire the members of the village of Sumberklampok to adopt new behaviors that
help protect and regenerate rather than deplete the starling population. In June 2014, I visited
Taman Nasional Kepulauan Seribu (TNKS), or “Thousand Islands National Park” where another
PCM completed her campaign to inspire local community members from nearby islands to help
restore mangrove populations in order to gain more protection from disastrous weather as well as
increase the diversity of ocean life in the surrounding islands. I acted as both researcher and
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guest participating in many of the activities that community members and tourists engage in to
promote their conservation goals. In the following section, I continue to discuss the scope of
such participation.

Table 1.1: Summary of Methodology and Data Collection!
Methodology

Activities

Participant Observation

4 Workshops:
• 72 pages of observation notes.
• Lokakarya Alumi Pride (Alumni
Pride Workshop)
• Membangan Kolaborasi Multi
Pihak Untuk Membuat Perencan
Desa Wisata Berbasis Konservasi
Jalak Bali (Building a Muli-Party
Collaboration to Create a
Conservation-Based Tourism
Village based on the Bali Starling)
• Institut Pertanian Bogor [IPB]
(Bogor Agriculture University)
• Workshop Pengembangan
Pariwisata Alam di Taman
Nasional Kutai [TNK] (Workshop
Nature Tourism Development in
Kutain National Park)

Respondent Interviews

Data Collected

2 campaign sites:
• Taman Nasional Bali Barat
[TNBB] (West Bali National
Park)
• Taman Nasional Kepulauan
Seribu [TNKS] (Thousand Islands
National Park)

• 54 pages of observation notes.

9 Interviews:
• 2 PCM Interviews at PPLH
Puntondo
• 1 PCM Interview at TNKS
• 6 PCM Interviews at IPB

• 9 Interview Transcriptions (24
Pages)
• 36 Pages of interview notes.

Participation!
The scope of my role as a participant observer took many forms. As a direct participant, I
often took part in group activities during Rare workshops and attended both formal and informal
meetings with Rare constituents. For instance, during the first summer session, I participated in a
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five day Rare workshop that took place at an ecolodge in Makassar, East Kalimantan known as
PPLH Puntondo. During this workshop, Rare campaign managers from Bogor cohorts one
through four, came together to discuss the outcomes of their campaigns and goals for moving
forward. My initial interactions with campaign managers during this workshop began by joining
in on some of the activities that encouraged managers and students to discuss their research. This
allowed me to enter into the same playing field as Rare constituents. Participating directly also
allowed me to gain a deeper understanding of the culture of Rare, more than if I had exclusively
observed from afar.!
After overcoming initial obstacles, much of my more meaningful data also came from
down time. Meal time proved to be an opportune moment to engage with campaign managers.
Bear in mind that building rapport with research subjects can become substantially more difficult
in an intercultural or international setting. Being a U.S. American, English speaking student
approaching Indonesian M. A. graduates, who primarily speak Indonesian and secondarily speak
English initially precipitates fear of misunderstanding that may lead to some confusion. Original
attempts to evade this circumstance were less than successful. When approaching subjects during
meal time, I first began by asking questions that I had strategically planned ahead of time. I
quickly found that opening a conversation in such an abrupt way and strictly focusing on my
own research was not only ineffective, but contradictory to the principles of equality in
participatory research. In a study of participatory action research as a form of inquiry, Kamali
(2007) found that, “the validity of research increases in proportion to the degree of the
researchers’ involvement in the actual life of participants and from taking the collective views of
participants into account” (p. 119). Growing from this notion and my own experience, I quickly
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adapted and found ways of centering my focus on research participants rather than on my own
research needs.
Inagaki (2007) concludes that communication techniques are very complex and that
communication channels can often overlap and intertwine in intricate ways. After becoming
more acquainted with the complexity of intercultural communication, I was able to utilize
cultural differences as an opportunity to spark lucrative exchanges. Conversations often began by
simply practicing my Indonesian with Indonesian lunch-time companions. Asking questions to
improve my ability to communicate often blossomed into long discussions where Rare
constituents felt compelled to share information and feelings about their campaigns. Hence,
positioning myself as an equal participant eager to learn and connect with campaign managers,
as well as engaging in activities alongside my research subjects offered an opportunity to gather
a more comprehensive, deep-rooted understanding of how Rare campaign managers view their
roles within the organization.
In many instances, where my remedial grasp of Indonesian was not enough to effectively
communicate with participants, I had the help of translators who fluently understood and spoke
both English and Indonesian. Although we sometimes did not understand each other’s words, I
posed questions directly to respondents during interviews or conversations in order to establish a
connection through eye contact and non-verbal communication. Rapport building flowed
throughout the research process and was an important part of overcoming cultural and linguistic
differences.

!
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Storytelling and Performance!
!

Qualitative research has reached an age of innovation, in which researchers are

experimenting with methodologies for gathering data that are both idiosyncratic and
empowering. New methods for gathering data help to evade what Arvind Singhal (2006) refers to
as “textocentrism”. Instead of privileging written forms of information and thus limiting
understanding to the knowledge of the literate, Singhal argues, “…performances, centering on
artifacts and oral expression, represent spaces of agency and struggle for conscious, creative and
critical expression” (p. 315). In order to follow in line with the principles of participatory
research, it was imperative that I also consider alternative ways of knowing when gathering data
for this study. As a result, findings emerged out of a more performative approach to
communication in the data collection process.
Rather than merely conducting respondent interviews by presenting a list of specific
questions that target only my priorities and predestined findings, I conducted interviews in such a
way that would allow for information and ideas to flow more freely. My inquiry often began with
phrases like, “tell me about a time when…” in order to encourage participants to delve more
deeply into their repertoire of memories and experiences, rather than briefly skimming the
surface of their campaigns or providing answers that are tailored to suit what they might presume
to be the desired response. This created an opportunity to access surprising or profound
information that might have otherwise been muted with a more traditional, suppressive interview
model. By facilitating storytelling and focusing on instances of performance as important modes
for collecting data, I was able to engage in a more in-depth, comprehensive analysis.
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Data Analysis!
!
As previously discussed in the introduction of this work, data collected for this study
were coded and interpreted with the use of a Lennie and Tacchi’s framework for evaluating
communication for development. Although much of the data was translated during interviews by
skilled translators, all data that were recorded and displayed any instance of Indonesian was
translated into English by a third party English/Indonesian translator and transcriber. After the
transcription process, data were then coded utilizing the grounded theory approach. This
approach allowed for a more emergent look at the data, enabling three key themes to organically
surface. I then dissected these themes by filtering them through a participatory evaluation
framework in order to explore the ways in which PCMs conceptualize their own roles as well as
the roles of other stakeholders involved in the campaign process. While researchers are
beginning to recognize the cursory result of merely examining the evaluation model as the
undergirding force of a development initiative, research expounding on the role of the evaluator
in bringing theoretical models to life in practice is still lacking. My methodological approach
offers an opportunity to move away from theoretical goals of the ToC model, and address the
practicality of the approach from the perspective of evaluators; which is important given the
degree of responsibility placed on PCMs to successfully plan and implement Pride Campaigns.
The goal in my analysis is to delve into the way that PCMs report their campaign activities as a
way of better understanding their attitudes, values, and perceptions about the campaign process.

!
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Chapter 4: Evaluating Participation through PCM Positionality and
Conceptualizations!
!

Rare champions their solution-based approach to social change, focusing on bright spots

across the globe, where completed Pride Campaigns seem to have resulted in successful
outcomes. In recognition of the value of such an approach I present my findings in a similar
fashion, building a discussion around particular bright spots that emerged out of my own
research. In addition, and in keeping with the critical nature of this study, I compare such spots to
other findings that might have otherwise been lost in nuance, pointing to common themes that
materialize in contradicting ways once discussed from the PCM’s point of view. The process of
further illuminating these bright spots in my findings brings an opportunity for expanding the
ToC model to encompass a more thorough, comprehensive look at the role of the campaign
manager or facilitator in promoting the participatory process.
While each PCM follows the same linear ToC model for effecting change, findings
indicate that PCMs discuss the actual activities of their campaigns in sometimes contradictory
ways. Given the various interpretations of stakeholder roles within Pride Campaign planning and
implementation, three themes are discussed as dichotomies in order to illuminate the most
prominently conflicting areas of concern. These are internal vs. external connections,
mobilization vs. utilization of people, and collaborative vs. receptive learning. I first analyze and
then discuss these three themes through a lens that is manifested in Lennie and Tacchi’s
participatory evaluation framework. Furthermore, in focusing particularly on the ways that
PCMs communicate through activities and storytelling I am able to better grasp how they
conceptualize their roles in engaging with other stakeholders.
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Internal vs. External Connections: Positioning Agency within a Network of Actors!
In reporting the campaign process, Rare PCMs position themselves in different ways,
oftentimes as liaisons, acting as the intermediaries between the external NGO and internal
community members where campaigns are implemented. This intermediary role and the
positionality of involved parties within this social change network lay down the communicative
structure that guides interactions between campaign managers and local community members,
and thus determines the location of decision-making power within that network.

Rare in the World!
!

Rare operates as an external entity, working to implement social marketing campaigns to

meet broader conservation efforts at the internal, local level, which in the case of this study refers
to local Indonesian communities. In a broader spectrum, it is anticipated by Rare that these
internal social changes and subsequent conservation results will translate into positive, global,
environmental change. A prominent concern of this external/internal orientation in development
is that there is often a disconnect between facilitators and local peoples due to cultural
differences. In these situations, social change efforts are often lost because it is like fitting a
square peg into a round hole, losing hope of sustaining possible changes. Waisbord (2001)
explains, “to prevent some of these problems, it was suggested that it was preferable that projects
be carried out in communities where agencies already had linkages” (p. 22). In an effort to
evade the geographical and cultural barriers associated with the external/internal orientation,
Rare establishes cohorts around the world, much like the one based out of Bogor, Indonesia. The
Bogor office partners with conservation organizations already established throughout Indonesia,
and selects, from a group of applicants from these organizations, a representative to act as a PCM
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from an Implementing Parter (IP) organization. Titles appointed to indicate management
positions often suggest that certain individuals have a greater degree of decision-making power
within an organization. When conservation staff members are invited to participate in the Rare
program and are given the title of campaign manager, they are instantly placed in an elevated
position atop a greater degree of responsibility and agency.

Campaign Managers in the Community!
!
From a bird’s-eye-view, it seems that this structure not only offers staff members of
conservationist organizations an opportunity to act as agents of change in communities, but it
also would seem that it employs representatives of the communities where change is being
implemented. However, it is important to acknowledge that this is not always the case. In some
instances, campaign managers are operating out of communities with which they closely identify,
but in other instances, they are actually have been located to these communities because of their
work. One campaign manager from Bogor 5 explains the effects of his well-established
relationship within the fishing community, Kampung Rinca, even though he is not actually from
this community:
I have been working for 14 years at the TNK [Balai Taman Nasional Komodo (Komodo
National Park)]. There are 3 villages at the TNK. For my campaign, I worked like any
other managers, using the campaign materials, and discussing them with the community
(fishermen)… In the past, the TNK prohibited fishermen to catch fish in the prohibition
zone but gave no alternatives for the people in order to get money to support their
livelihoods. The fishermen are hungry, and still catching fish at the prohibition zone… The
education level of the community is very low (elementary level). Most of them cannot
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read…I have lived with them, the fishermen, for fourteen years. I know what their
problems are. I chat with them everyday. (Interview, Translated, 06/22/2014)
In this example, the PCM is certainly a long-established member of the community
because of his connection with TNK. He is able to clearly convey the complexity of the issues
surrounding fishing behaviors. In understanding the depth of their circumstance and being able to
identify and communicate the barriers that members of the community face, he is confident in his
ability to address those barriers and offer the community members alternative sources of income.
This reflects a truly grass-roots approach to change in which the campaign manager addresses
the needs of his own community. Thus, we see a connection being made between the way the
PCM conceptualizes his role and how that translates into a communicative structure that offers
an opportunity for empowerment through open dialogue, referred to as chatting.
Other campaign managers did not associate as closely with the communities in which
their campaigns were implemented. In many cases, a large concern for the campaign managers
was dealing with how to build stronger relationships with community members. They were
unsure of how to bring themselves closer to individuals in order to gain their trust and influence
them. In most cases, campaign managers began by approaching community leaders. For
example, one manager is employed by The Nature Conservancy. Before his two years
implementing a campaign in Southern Raja Ampat, he explains that he had been working in
Papua for six years (Interview, 06/22/2014). In other words he was not originally a member of
the community in which he was implementing his campaign. Disappointed in the outcomes of
his campaign, which signaled limited increase in intercultural communication, and now at the
end of his employment with The Nature Conservancy, he explains, “It is hard for me to create
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further plans because I will no longer work at the NGO. Fortunately, I and Adrian, a staff of Raja
Ampat government, had a chance to create a work plan. We create a campaign work plan and put
it into government work plan” (Interview, English, 06/22/2014). In this example, the campaign
manager was preparing to lose his empowering position as a campaign manager at the end of the
allotted time frame and funding. At this point he hopes that his project will continue on without
him as he prepped a work plan that would be implemented at the local office. His outsider
position left this PCM with much uncertainty about his ability to establish an effective
communicative network among the stakeholders in a way that would be self-organizing and
sustainable after his discharge.
This is just one of many instances where campaign managers relied on the organization
and decision-making power of local leadership. Another campaign manager explains her efforts
to reach out to women in the community and share planned activities. She explains, “We shared
our plan… to the village leader and to the head of the PKK [Peminaan Kesejahteraan Kelguarga
— a national woman’s group that promotes family welfare] and asked them to tell the women of
the villages about the plan” (Interview, Translated, 06/24/2014). In this and many other cases,
campaign managers first focused on positioning themselves near local leaders in order to access
more influence among community people. Aligning oneself with local leadership seems useful as
a means of establishing some degree of credibility and influence among community members.
However, rather than employing an equal distribution of decision-making power, plans are first
designed by campaign managers and then passed down through the ranks of power. This could
conflict with some of the tenets of participatory communication. Waisbord (2001) recalls a key
criticism regarding Western development efforts such as this:
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Other critics, particularly in Asia, thought that participatory models were premised on
Western-styled ideas of democracy and participation that do not fit political cultures
elsewhere. Individualism rather than community and conflict rather than consensus lie at
the heart of participatory models developed in the West. Participation can also promote
division, confusion, and disruption that do little to solve problems. It may privilege
powerful and active members of the community at the expense of the community as a
whole. Education and decision-making skills, rather than participation for its own sake,
should be promoted. (p. 22)
Many of Rare’s PCMs seek to build trust by establishing partnerships with local leaders
and offering them the opportunity to take part in an open dialogue about the kind of change that
is needed in order to engage in more sustainable practices. In these instances, PCMs seemed to
promote a communicative structure that concentrated on building rapport with those who already
had decision-making power. Alternatively, PCMs who had already been integrated into the
community prior to the campaign tended to talk about positionality in very different ways. Rather
than focusing on their own proximity to the community, they focused more on the
communicative structures that already exist within the community as a whole. Rather than
focusing on how to get closer to various groups throughout the community, they discussed the
network of stakeholders and the key conditions that influenced their relationships.

Mobilization vs. Utilization: Local People as Decision-Makers or Dissemination Tools?
While reporting on their social marketing activities, PCMs often discussed the role that
target audiences and key stakeholders played in advancing campaign goals. In some instances
target audiences were discussed as agents of their own change who only needed the
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communicative structure that would enable them to discuss their needs in order to make change
happen. In other instances target audiences were discussed as a means for achieving goals
defined in Rare’s ToC model.
Mobilizing Local People for Community Needs!
!
When discussing stakeholders and target audiences, some PCMs discussed their
obligation to help various individuals meet their own needs within the community. For example,
one campaign manager began by thoroughly describing the circumstances of the fishermen in
relationship to their demanding work hours, their low educational level, and most importantly
their indebtedness to “fish bosses” who loan them money for fishing supplies, but require
fishermen to sell their catch back to the fish bosses at a very low price. Furthermore, he explains
that there are no banks within three hours of the community, so they have no outlet for saving
money and must continue borrowing from fish bosses. Having acknowledged the context in
which over-fishing occurs from the point of view of the fishermen, this campaign manager then
explains how decisions were made to “remove” this barrier:
I create a cooperative for the fishermen so that they can save their money and no longer
need to borrow money from the fish boss. Hopefully they can save their money to pay for
their children’s school tuition and no longer need to spend a lot of money to go to the
bank. I educate them to save their money at the bank. People have to save their money at
the bank. (Interview, Translation, 06/22/2014)
When asked about how communication about this cooperative was facilitated within the
community, the campaign manager explained his attempts to first listen to their needs and wants
and then act as a facilitator and educator in response:
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We have had discussions with the community. I did not regulate or control them. I just
wrote down what they wanted to happen with their cooperative. For me, this is not
something that needs to be done the way I want. I facilitated them in regards to how
much money they would like to save, where to save, when to save, and based on their
income. I try to educate them that saving money in a bank is really important. In the past
they have no money to be saved. (Interview, Translation, 06/22/2014)
In this example the PCM initiated a cooperative based on the needs of fishermen and
their families. They had no way of saving money and thus were unable to recuperate from the
debts they owed to fish bosses, nor could they venture into other alternatives for making a living.
The PCM also conceptualizes his role as a facilitator and educator helping to shape the
communicative structure to enable decision-making to occur interpersonally among community
members. In interacting with community members as a facilitator, the PCM opens space for
empowering for the community and encouraging ownership, which members took advantage of.
In another example of a PCM who focuses on community needs as an important part of
campaign’s success, we find not only the current barriers to behavior change being discussed, but
we also see a focus on community goals. The PCM explains:
The way Raja Ampat government socialize the tourism of Raja Ampat is very good. We
must support it and communicate with the community because the no take zone will
attract travelers to come and see the corals, they want to dive etc., so that the community
will take care of the no take zone because it will benefit them. (Interview, Translation,
06/22/2014)
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In this example, the PCM makes use of Raja Ampat’s already established and presumably
successful system for motivating the community to participate in developing tourism by
explaining that the no-take zone is beneficial for the goals they already have in place.
Furthermore, the PCM is not utilizing people directly, but instead makes use, in a holistic way, of
the established network where community mobilization is already present. It is also important to
note that the PCM felt that their NGO must support the community’s goals, taking on the role of
partner in incorporating a new way of helping the community to meet their goals.
Several PCMs also recalled approaching various groups during their regular meeting
times. For example, many approached women through local “arisans.” While arisans all vary
from one community to the next, an arisan is a gathering where women meet, often once a
month, to gossip and chit-chat about the happenings around the community. The arisan is often
times also used as a savings for women. Each month, women pay a small membership fee. These
fees all go into a pot and during the gathering, a name is drawn and that member receives all of
the money that went into the pot. Each month, the women make sure a new person receives the
money. One PCM explains, “…There are many arisan groups, but we chose the one that has a
bigger scope — the one that has more members than other groups. We came to the arisan and I
present my campaign activity to them. We use their time. The benefit is that we do not have to
mobilize them, they already gather for the arisan” (Interview, English, 06/23/2014). In this
example, the PCM notes making use of time and space that is already an integral part of the
women’s lives in the community. Again, we see the example of a PCM navigating an already
established, community network. Dempsey (2010) expands on this notion, arguing that an
initiative that implores community engagement,
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should take active measures to surface issues of difference between and among
participants… [and] must recognize and plan for the heterogeneity of community as well
as the difficulties involved with identifying and representing a community’s interests.
They can do so by incorporating processes of dialogue and deliberation whereby
members are able to recognize their different positions in relation to one another (p.
383).
In the previously discussed instances, PCMs first sought to make sense of community
needs by engaging in communication strategies in the form of open dialogue. Moreover, they
approached community members as outsiders learning about individuals in their familiar,
communal settings where mobilization already occurs. They then proceed to invite those groups
of individuals to adopt the principles that underlie the campaign goals. Again, we see
positionality playing a key role in structuring a communicative space that enables effective and
sustainable change that grows from within.

Utilizing Local People for PCM Needs
While many campaign managers have focused on the importance of opening a dialogue
within local communities in order to address their needs and mobilize stakeholders on a
community level, others focus more on their own needs as facilitators in order to accomplish the
goals of their campaign. In most instances, these PCMs situate themselves as the ones
responsible for making decisions about what change must take place and how it should take
place, while members of their target audience are described as tools for disseminating knowledge
and, in turn accomplishing the desired outcomes. For instance, one PCM explains social
marketing strategies used to meet campaign goals, explaining, “[First] …we want to improve the
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knowledge of the fishermen, their attitude, and interpersonal communication… The second
strategy is approaching the key leaders in the villages and people mobilization, using wives of
the fishermen, school children, and church leaders to deliver the conservation messages to the
Lema fishermen” (Interview, Translated, 06/24/2014). In this example, the PCM first assumes
the responsibility of making decisions and effecting change with a focus on her own need to
fulfill the requirements planned out by the linear ToC model. In describing strategies the PCM
first describes desired outcomes by referring directly to the components of the ToC model.
Although the PCM mentions the mobilization of village people, she then proceeds to focus on
using various groups of village people as modes of transportation, or tools for transmitting the
conservation message. This is just one of many examples in which target audiences were
described as modes of message delivery in order to encourage fishermen.
In other instances of PCMs describing the purpose of their social marketing strategies,
several discuss bringing the community together so that they can share their conservation
message. One PCM explains, “…As for the community mobilization, we have contests, such as
tug of war, diving contest, run a sack contest, dance contest, and so many more. We try to make
the fishermen to gather together” (Interview, English, 06/24/2014). Another PCM explains, “We
had a cooking competition for Lema fishermen’s wives with some insertion of conservation
campaign messages to their husbands. As for the children, we held some activities for them at
school. We study and play together and share the campaign message to be delivered to their
fathers (the Lema fishermen)” (Interview, Translated, 06/24/2014). In these particular instances,
the fishermen are the primary target audience, and other groups are simply identified as useful
means for reaching out to fishermen. Only in one instance did a PCM acknowledge women as
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more than a means of transmitting the message, but the ones who made decisions about homes.
She explains, “I also sometimes talked to the wives of the fishermen about the no take zone area
because we found out that the women actually is the owner of the household – they rule the
household! (laughs) They say ‘my husband goes fishing because we don’t have any money.’
So the wives are an important part of the activity of fishing by their husbands” (Interview,
English, 06/11/2014). In this instance the PCM describes fishermen’s wives as decision-making
agents who are in control of their husband’s actions. In most cases, however, the tendency
seemed to be for PCMs to talk about other groups as a means to an end - the end being a
complete cycle of the ToC model.

Collaborative vs. Receptive: Learning as Mutual Understanding or Assenting to PCM’s
Knowledge?!
Something most PCMs have in common is their commitment to education as an
important part of implementing strong Pride Campaigns. However, when discussing knowledge,
understanding and teaching, education was often conceptualized in several different ways. Some
focus on the importance of learning promoted through dialogue, others focus on building
understanding by physically engaging with educational conservation materials, and others
focused more on how messages were packaged and delivered through communal activities that
were indirectly linked to the conservation message.

Learning through Dialogue!
For some PCMs, education took the form of an open dialogue where the facilitator and
members of the community learn from each other. During initial stages of the campaign one
PCM recalls an exchange of ideas while planning for a new cooperative, “We have had
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discussions with the community…I just wrote down what they want with their cooperative… I
tried to educate them that saving money in a bank is really important” (Interview, Translated,
06/24/2014). Here the PCM explains that prior to developing the cooperative, there were
discussions about what the community needed from the cooperative. This was supplemented by
the PCM reinforcing the idea that saving money is important. Education revolved around a
communicative exchange that took the form of a collaborative dialogue in which the facilitator
and individuals from the community both took part in educating each other.
Another PCM explains that learning how to interact with the community was the most
helpful aspect of the training that Rare provides explaining, “The Pride training which is the
most helpful for me is the Focus Group Discussion. It taught me how to approach the
community, persuade them to come to the meeting, and problems identification, which is very
useful for me. Throughout my 6 years in the institution, I had never done an activity like that.
The Pride campaign approaches really help us to get closer to the community” (Interview,
Translated, 06/22/2014). In this example, the PCM felt that before Rare, they had never
considered engaging with members of the community through dialogue. Later on she explains,
“That was an amazing experience for me, to look at the problem not merely from our perspective
but also to see it from their perspective, the people from the villages” (Interview, Translated,
06/22/2014). Not only was learning an important part of growing as a facilitator for the PCM, it
also sparked openness to learning about community members through open discussions.

Learning through Packaged Messages!
!
Another very common theme when discussing the process of increasing the community’s
knowledge of conservation efforts and information was the way that messages were packaged in
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order to be more effective. In order to meet the desire to improve fishermen’s knowledge,
attitude, and interpersonal communication PCMs oftentimes find a means of packaging key
messages in appealing ways, assuming that in doing so, the target audiences will be more
receptive to those messages. Several PCMs focused on organizing activities that were common
in their communities, many of which targeted various groups in the community. One PCM
explains, “I try to improve their knowledge about the location, the benefits of the core zone and
the rehabilitation zone and for them to know the location of fisheries sustainable
zone” (Interview, Translated, 06/24/2014). This is followed by an explanation of how and why
this is done, “For the wives of the fishermen, there is arisan. I teach students at school. To the
religious leaders I intervene by giving preach at the Friday Prayer. The point of the activities is
how to encourage fishermen not to enter the no-take zone again” (Interview, Translated,
06/24/2014). Several PCMs discuss engaging in a similar teaching method. They determine the
components of the initiative as well as the message that is hoped to lead to change. In this
instance, the PCM does not give any indication that ensuring understanding is also an important
part of the communication process involved in learning. Instead, knowledge is considered the
fuel for directly igniting the desired behavior change.
One common activity for sharing information with women in the community setting was
through cooking contests. One PCM explains, “The women love to cook. That is why we held
the cooking contest. The local people called it hebatu, a bamboo rice cooking contest… After the
cooking contest, because the fishermen’s wives somewhat lacking in knowledge, we tend to give
them fact sheet… which we hope they will share to their husband after returning from
fishing” (Interview, English, 06/11/2014). Here the PCM explains that the women of that
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particular village “love to cook.” The following logic is then to hold a cooking contest that the
women can organize for themselves. Once they are gathered together for the activity, it is easier
to spread the conservation message. The hope then is that they will deliver the message to their
husbands. At this point, the message is no longer in the hands of the PCM, but is transferred into
the hands of the fishermen’s wives. Here, the PCM is primarily concerned with ensuring that the
message is effectively carried to the fishermen. The communicative structure between PCMs and
fishermen’s wives does not enable the women to make any decision beyond the name of the
cooking contest.
Education through common religious teachings is another avenue through which PCMs
ventured to share knowledge about the importance of conservation. Inciting the voice of religious
leaders to spread teachings was often discussed as a way of establishing common ground. One
PCM recalls how community leaders bless fun activities like those previously discussed and
indicate their significant role that boundary markers play in the community: “The traditional
leaders, religious leaders, and community leaders gather together with the fishermen and the
fishermen’s wives in front of offerings called ‘Liwo.’ The traditional leaders say a prayer and tell
the audience that the activity was for the community, and they also introduce the no take
boundaries and the Pokmaswas [community patrol group] to the community” (Interview,
English, 06/22/2014). The conservation message is contained in a religious practice that is
common within the community. In this case, rather than the knowledge being shared by the
PCM, the message is shared by a trusted leader within the community and packaged as a part of
sanctioned activities. Again, rather than seeking some mutual understanding or engaging in a
dialogue, communication is enacted in a sender/receiver format in which the PCM packages the
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intended message so that it reaches the public in the most effective way. In these instances, there
is much less concern about using communication to meet community needs and empower
marginalized groups. In fact, in these instances, it seems that PCMs navigate existing,
communicative systems that might further perpetuate existing power structures. !

Learning through Action!
!
In describing the process of implementing Pride Campaigns, PCMs also discuss
education as action-oriented. Many PCMs focus on not only improving knowledge by sharing
their message in an effective way, but also by inviting the community to physically engage with
some aspect of the message or campaign materials. One PCM thoroughly describes this process
in the following example:
The event started with a traditional procession and continued with the contests — rowing
contest, cooking contest, and drawing contest for kids. Before the activity began we
showed them the shape of the boundary marker. We also distributed posters, fact sheets,
which have a lot of information, [like] the location of the no take zone, etc. After the
traditional procession activity we and the Pokmaswas [a conservation law enforcement
group led by members of the community] installed the boundary markers so that the
community could see the location of the no take zone. (Interview, English,
06/24/2014)
Much like earlier examples, materials were delivered in conjunction with some sort of
culturally relevant activity. Here, this activity was a traditional procession in order to bless
communal activities. Like many of the other campaigns, this common practice was intertwined
with the conservation message in order to make it more appealing to the target audience. The
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significant aspect of this particular example is the final activity in which members of the
community then physically participate in locating the boundary and witness fellow community
members install the boundary markers. This physical participation is more inclusive, in that the
community walked alongside the PCM and Pokmaswas, representatives of both parties in the
endeavor. It was also made into a ceremonial event rather than simply delivering a message.
In another example, the PCM discusses the importance of a friend’s engagement with
campaign materials at his warung, a small shop that sells snacks, cigarettes, etc. The PCM
explains, “The community likes the banner, it is very effective. The owner of the shop takes care
of it, the banner is big and useful… If you buy something in the shop, you can see the
information… The banner has been up at the shop for over a year. That was the first campaign
material we distributed. The owner of the shop put the banner at the window of the shop. The
banner has the name of the shop, meaning it also promotes his shop” (Interview, Translated,
06/24/2014). Much like the first example, it is a member of the community who actively
promotes the conservation message rather than a PCM inserting the message during planned
activities. Although the PCM distributes the banner, it is the warung owner who not only hangs
the banner, but also cares for it. In effect, the owner is not only promoting his own warung, but
he is also showing support for Rare’s conservation efforts. The PCM also acknowledges the
importance of effective outreach. In other examples the community gathers together for special
events, but here, the conservation message is inserted into a common part of the community
members’ everyday lives. While the conservation message was also planned primarily by the
PCM, the physical act of hanging that message during shop hours changes the communicative
structure.
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Action-oriented learning also took the form of games and quizzes, also intertwined with
communal activities, which engaged community members with the conservation message as a
means of evaluating their understanding. For example, one PCM recalls that, “After the people
celebrated the religious feast, we gave them a lecture, socialized the campaign messages and then
held the game shows” (Interview, Translated, 06/22/2014). Another PCM explains this process in
more detail:
We distribute the campaign materials such as leaflets, posters, big banners to the warung.
And after that… we make street quiz to test the effectiveness of the materials. We ask the
community about the no take zone location, etc. The community answer[s] the questions.
We give them gifts such as pens, books, stickers, and explain again about the location of
the no take zone and the benefit of the no take zone. That strategy is very effective
because we meet the community directly and able to explain the no take zone to a lot of
different people. It was fun. (Interview, English, 06/24/2014)
Here, the message was first distributed in various forms. Later, the PCMs went back to engage
with the community who congregated in the streets to determine if the message was effectively
disseminated. In many cases, PCMs like this one conceptualized learning as the transmission of
knowledge to the rest of the community. The effectiveness was measured by the community’s
ability to reiterate the messages and whether or not community members had fun and received
the message openly. However, in these instances learning appeared to be a one way street. Much
like previous examples, PCMs had knowledge that they wanted the community to learn.
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In similar examples, when PCMs ran into difficult circumstances in which members of
the community were unreceptive, they focused on ways in which they could improve their
delivery of the message so that it was more attractive. One female PCM explains:
At the beginning the fishermen’ wives did not like me because they thought I was a new
outsider and was not allowed to teach and offer behavioral changes to them. They
even expelled me once. But I kept coming to them and tried to find a gap through which I
could enter. I looked for people who often talked to them because in the fishermen
community there are such kinds of people. I approached those people. (Interview,
Translated, 06/24/2014)
In this example, learning was not conceptualized as an opportunity to better understand
members of the community and why they did not like the idea of changing their behavior.
Instead, the PCM is the teacher who sought other means of approaching the wives (students) in
order to sway them into accepting a new way of behaving. So learning is connected, not with
building mutual understanding, but rather a tool for adjusting the approach.

Summing it Up!
!
There are several significant findings that emerge from this analysis. The overall way that
PCMs conceptualize their roles, their relationships with stakeholders, and even the change
process itself seems to precipitate the ways in which they structure communication strategies and
activities. Positionality, for instance, played a key role in the way that PCMs communicated with
various stakeholders. The title of campaign manager appeared to be a source of empowerment as
well partnership when all PCMs convened with other Rare constituents. Yet when PCMs entered
into their respective communities to implement campaigns their positionality varied. Some had
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already lived in these communities and established relationships with community members long
before the campaign began. Those PCMs often times understood the needs of the community and
found ways of accentuate those needs through the facilitation of open dialogue. Other PCMs
indicated that they were as new to the community as they were to Rare’s ToC model itself. These
individuals often looked for ways to build rapport by gaining closer proximity to local leaders
and influencers so that they then could disseminate the conservation message down to the
fishermen and their families.
Another significant finding emerged in the ways in which PCMs conceptualized and
engaged with target audiences. Some PCMs saw community people as in need of change in order
for conservation change to take place. These PCMs sought ways of communicating with target
audiences in ways that allow for those needs to emerge so that they could help to facilitate
change in partnership with the community. Other PCMs saw themselves as in need of reaching
the goals of their campaign and community people as the means for doing so. In these cases,
PCMs often used secondary target audiences as vehicles for carrying the conservation message to
fishermen. They assumed that this linear communication system would lead directly to change.
Rather than the barriers being the needs that stop the community from changing their behavior,
barriers in these instances were conceptualized as the holes in the PCMs’ ability to reach their
target audience and meet their need for the campaign.
Finally, the ways in which PCMs conceptualized learning also seemed to influence how
they approached strategies for communicating with community people. Some viewed learning as
a dialogue facilitated to encourage collaboration and mutual understanding so that various
stakeholders could reach some consensus on how to proceed with making changes that positively
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affect everyone. Other PCMs saw learning as a transfer of knowledge and proceed to seek
effective ways for doing so. In these instances, PCMs found ways of packaging messages to
make them more appealing with the hope that target audience would be more receptive to those
ideas and accept them as vital knowledge. This was done through activities tailored to certain
groups, like fishermen’s wives, or religious assemblages. Other PCMs saw the importance of
learning through practice. In these cases, PCMs focused on facilitating learning by creating the
conditions that inspire physical actions. This action-oriented learning helped to reinforce
conservation messages and also inadvertently inspired participation as individuals in the
community synthesized the information learned from conservation materials in both physical and
cognitive ways.
The most significant aspect of the discoveries made in this study is the emergence of so
many varied materializations of Pride Campaigns despite the fact that all PCMs took part in the
same training and utilized the same ToC model. This suggests that there is something to be said
about the way PCMs conceptualize and thus act within the change process as a whole. Many
conclusions can thus be drawn about how change is approached in any institutionalized setting,
as will be explained in the following chapter.

!
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Chapter 5: Conclusion!
!

The Greek philosopher, Heraclitus once said, “The only constant is change.”

Communication scholars are discovering, now more than ever, that social change initiatives do
not exist in a vacuum of constant and stable social systems. Instead, an aim to influence large
groups of people to change their behaviors is met with the constant flux and fluidity of such
systems. Thus, in order for an organization to achieve the goals of their social change initiative,
the change must evolve from within the social context and must also incorporate a cyclical
evaluation system that easily adapts to ongoing change. Rare’s PCMs who seek to inspire
conservation at the community level and, in return, better protect ecosystems and biodiversity,
must engage in participatory practices that empower people within the local fishing community
to take ownership of the change process while also establishing a self-organizing system that
ensures that when the time and funding of the campaign is depleted, that the systematic change
can live on. Lennie and Tacchi’s (2014) approach for evaluating communication for social
change and development privileges a focus on the process of change over the measurement of
the resulting impacts. If change is an ongoing occurrence, then simply measuring impacts of an
initiative provides only a small piece of what encompasses “change” as a whole. Kamali (2007)
calls on the research of Nyerere and Chambers to suggest that, “The real challenge in
Development is… change itself… The challenge in this new paradigm is how one can learn and
act in a process of ongoing change of all stakeholders.” (p. 105) This kind of evaluative process
thrives on action-learning, continuous improvement of development practices, emergent
innovations, and internal community accountability. These principles are not new to the
development communication field, yet there remains much debate about whether or not they help
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major environmental and social change agencies to find solutions that are both effective and
efficient. Rare, for example, seeks solutions to overfishing that can be replicated in fisheries and
marine zones around the world. However, when focusing primarily on linear, theoretical models
that oversimplify the process of change and then too broadly applying them to a particular
community, it is easy to underestimate the importance of the change process. Thus, focusing on
the reflections of PCMs and exploring the ways in which they conceptualize their and other
stakeholders’ roles in the change process enables us to capture the nuances of their perceptions
and how they translate into practice. To more clearly illustrate the significance of PCM actions in
the process of change that is perceived in the recollection of Pride Campaigns in light of Lennie
and Tacchi’s participatory evaluation model, a table has been included below:

Table 2.1: Overview of Participatory Communication Practices used by PCMs in Pride
Campaigns!
Themes

Sub-Themes

Communication Strategies

Participatory Practices

Internal vs.
External
Connections

Rare in the World

• Rare established a cohort in
Bogor, Indonesia; Bogor
cohort connects with IP
organizations via
conservation organizations
already established in local
Indonesian communities;
Applicants from IP
organizations are appointed
as PCMs to plan and
implement “Pride Campaign”

Rare holistically builds
connections from the inside
out by appointing PCMs from
conservation organizations
within local communities.

PCMs in the
Community

Managers operate internally
as representatives of the
communities in which they
work.
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Themes

Sub-Themes

Communication Strategies

Participatory Practices

Mobilization vs.
Utilization

Mobilizing Local
People for
Community
Needs

PCMs find ways to create a
dialogue to better understand
the needs of local people and
the barriers that come
between them and engaging
in more eco-friendly behaviors
rather than merely addressing
their own needs in terms of
effective message delivery.

Rare critically and
realistically deals with
complex barriers to change
by seeking multiple
perspectives and focusing on
needs of community members
who would be disenfranchised
by conservation efforts.

Utilizing Local
People For
Community
Needs

PCMs focus on own needs to
complete the Pride Campaign,
using local people as
mouthpieces for delivering the
message.

Learning through
Dialogue

Open dialogue such as focus
group discussion in which
multiple voices can learn from
each other and then
synthesize learnings to
discuss real solutions and
ideas.

Collaborative vs.
Receptive
Learning

Learning through
Packaged
Messages

Rare inspires emergent,
learning-based solutions and
participation through
dialogue and inclusion by
facilitating focus group
discussions, approaching
various community groups in
their sphere of influence, and
PCMs package messages in a inviting community members
way that appeals to target
to actively engage in dynamic
audiences/ local people.!
exchanges built around the
PCMs approach small specific conservation message.!
community groups in places
where they already
congregate such as religious
groups, or women’s arisan
meetings rather than creating
large events that did not
originate from local people
themselves.

!

Learning Through
Action

PCMs invite local people to
actively and physically engage
with campaign material by
hanging banners at their
shops, locating the boundaries
of the “no fish” zones, or
taking quizzes based on the
conservation message that
was previously dispersed.

!
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In this particular study, it is clear that while Rare’s ToC model might illustrate a
participatory approach to change that fully engages community members in the change process
and offers replicable solutions to common problems, a more in-depth look at the ways in which
PCMs conceptualize their roles campaign managers offers some alternative insights. Although all
PCMs followed the same model and went through the same training, they seem to have engaged
in the campaign process from very particular and consequential standpoints that either promote
or deflate a truly participatory approach. Some managers focused on change from the bottom-up,
seeking to meet the needs of the community in order to create the space for decidedly supporting
and adopting more ecologically responsible fishing behaviors. In these instances, it seemed that
PCMs played an extensive role in facilitating a participatory change process that invited local
people to engage as partners in change where decisions were based on dialogue and inclusion,
treating the community as a collective entity versus a collection of parts that operate
independently of one another. This also makes for a more holistic approach, addressing the
delicate and complex nature of the change environment. In addition, PCMs tackled the problem
of social change in a more realistic way by opening a dialogue to unearth the needs of the
community.
Conversely, other PCMs focused on their own needs as campaign managers,
conceptualizing community members as tools for accomplishing their goals and meeting the
requirements of the linear ToC model. During this process they often idealistically contemplate
roles of individual groups within the community, but instead appear to perpetuate existing power
structures that continue to marginalize certain groups of people. For example, PCMs who
focused on the importance of delivering their conservation message to the community in the
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most efficient and powerful way often looked for ways of accessing opportunities to first
persuade individuals who already have decision-making power. However, from a critical
standpoint, this does not allow for the PCM to unearth underlying power structures for the
empowerment of marginalized people. Lennie and Tacchi (2014) explain, “evaluation is
undertaken in order to improve development’s effectiveness and sustainability, to help reach
objectives, to make good decisions about future activities, and, in its participatory forms, as a
means of engaging and empowering people in development activities and building their
capacities in evaluation” (p. 4). A key facet of this acknowledgement is that empowerment is not
only an altruistic highlight to participatory development, it is also key to ensuring that local
communities can continue to build the capacity for maintaining the change that is brought about
by an initiative long after it has been implemented. When PCMs approach local communities in a
more participatory way, there is a greater opportunity to empower groups of individuals that lie
at the periphery of local fishing communities. However, PCMs who recall approaching local
leaders and “key influencers” often conceptualized other target markets as a means to spreading
information without critically assessing their positionality and needs within the community.
Fishermen’s wives, for example, are given only a sliver of agency. In these instances, they are
able to make decisions about campaign activities such as cooking contests, but their decisionmaking power does not extend beyond that. Instead, their roles are articulated as the messengers
who carry the conservation message home to their husbands.
The ways in which PCMs articulate learning also provides some insight into how PCMs
conceptualize stakeholder roles in their campaigns. Some PCMs express learning as a way of
promoting mutual understanding so as to overcome the complexity involved in the change
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process. In these instances, PCMs picture themselves as peers of community people, all taking
part in reaching some higher understanding of their mutual existence. PCMs perceive that
because they approached their campaigns with this communicative structure, they were able to
engage in a more collaborative dialogue that allowed for targeting and overcoming serious
barriers in a more meaningful way. Rather than relying on the idealism of the ToC model, PCMs
in these instances critically and holistically approached change in ways that would presumably
lead to more emergent solutions and continuous learning. Furthermore, learning was often tied to
practice or some physical component to gaining understanding. Servaes (2007) argues,
“Knowledge is internalized learning based on scientific facts, experiences and/or traditional
beliefs. Experience shows that knowledge is necessary but not sufficient to produce behaviour
change, which only occurs when perceptions, motivation, skills and the social environment also
interact” (p. 495). The acts of maintaining posters at a warung or physically walking to and
locating boundary markers, offer a way of practicing new behaviors thus incorporating them into
daily routine. Acting in a pro-environmental way is not simply a matter of altering ways of
thinking, but is rather a skill that must be both learned and internalized through practice.
Some PCMs constitute learning as a one-sided, teacher-student framework. In these
instances, PCMs assert themselves as experts bearing absolute knowledge and identify various
community groups as pupils who must acquire this knowledge. In these cases, learning is
centered on finding effective ways for communicating that knowledge so that community
members fully grasp it. The scope of learning that exists for the PCM is limited to finding new
ways of packaging the message when discovering that the initial communication strategy was
unsuccessful. There are a few disconcerting aspects of this approach. First, learning is conveyed
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as an autocratic process, thus silencing members of the local community. Perpetuating already
muted groups is not conducive for enabling the emergence of innovative and dynamic solutions
that tackle the complexity of the social change environment in a critical way. Second, the
acquisition of information is not directly linked to behavior change. Whiting (1976) supports this
notion and argues, “at a very minimum some semantic process must be aroused in the receiver
for the message to have an effect beyond that of an acoustic blast” (p. 199). In the examples
provided, PCMs seem to care more about the acoustics of their message rather than facilitating a
process whereby stakeholders are able to collaborate about the information and how it might be
useful to them.
In conclusion, it seems that Rare’s ToC model provides overly assumptive connections
between campaign activities and conservation results. However, when assessing the ways in
which PCMs conceptualize their roles in effecting change to achieve the goals of the campaign
we find a variety of interpretations leading to a variety of practices which emerge in the change
process, some of which appear to promote participatory communication while others diminish
participation. It was easy to draw connections between attitudes and values about stakeholder
roles and to then see how those played out when PCMs described their practices. PCMs who
conceptualized their role as that of a facilitator who enables a communicative structure that is
ripe for change to take place, often took steps that seemed to meet the requirements for a truly
participatory approach. Ostyina (1997) argues that “Behavioural response to planned messages is
not participation. Neither is it a strategy to make ‘target audiences’ feel more involved.” This
notion is not new, yet it seems to be the case in these instances. Those who perceived their roles
as being the primary decision makers responsible for creating campaign strategies that lead to
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positive outcomes, often relied too heavily on the general assumptions made by the model
without acknowledging the complexity of social systems and the change process itself. Thus,
they often implemented strategies that placed local people as pawns in a chess game of social
change where the only real participants are the PCMs and Rare constituents.
Given the contradictory materializations of Rare’s ToC model through the reports of
PCMs, one can argue that the model itself may draw broad-ranging assumptions and focus too
much on cause and effect. If the model were to focus more on how we approach the overall
process of change, there would be room for a more emergent understanding of how change takes
place. Lennie and Tacchi’s approach for evaluating communication for social change and
development is versatile enough to mold to any change initiative and yet it is comprehensive
enough to capture the nuances that go along with change. Moreover, this model is versatile in its
applicability. In this study the model was used to assess the conceptualization of the evaluator’s
and stakeholders’ roles in the change process. However it is a model that can be applied flexibly
in a variety of ways, resulting in “…strengthening evaluation capacities, greater utilization of
findings and learnings, empowerment of participants and the development and improvement of
initiatives in ways that better meet community needs and aspirations” (p. 140). So while the
model was used to evaluate how PCMs report their campaigns in the post-campaign time frame,
practitioners and researchers may choose to further explore its range of applicability. In fact, it is
encouraged, given the fact that this model is so new. Not to mention, in keeping with the action
learning principles of the model, it is important to continue seeking emergent methodologies for
understanding change so as to build greater capacity for sustainability for the future.
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Limitations and Opportunities!
!
As a result of this study, much has been learned about the PCM’s role in facilitating a
participatory evaluation in communication for development, yet there are some limitations that
must be addressed. A primary limitation in this study was the lack of alternative perspectives
considered in order to thoroughly assess the range of participation actually perceived by all
stakeholders. I felt it was imperative to first consider the ways in which PCMs conceptualize
various roles in the change process, given the amount of responsibility placed on them by
partnering agencies to successfully implement Pride Campaigns. However, in subsequent studies,
I would incorporate the perceptions of more stakeholders in the Indonesian fishing communities.
This would first deepen our understanding of how the change process is conceptualized and,
from a participatory standpoint, would bring out the voices of community members living both at
the center and periphery of their communities. Furthermore, a study that also incorporates the
perceptions of other stakeholders might provide greater insight into whether or not other parties
felt that they actually had decision-making power and ownership over the change.
Of course, this is accompanied by overcoming limitations manifested in our assumptions
about the democratic process. Kamali (2007) offers a compelling explication:
As an action researcher working in a relatively hegemonic structure, being open and
truthful and expecting other participants to act in the same way has created an ethical
dilemma. It demands democratic processes and transformative power at the national level
backed up at the community level, otherwise this potentially socially transformative
process has a very limited effect on participants. (p. 120)
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Evaluating the reports of PCMs or any other stakeholder in the change process is only
relevant if participants are speaking openly and truthfully. In this study, it is possible for PCMs to
embellish their campaign results in order to appear more successful than they actually were.
Donaldson and Grant-Vallone touch on another common limitation associated with selfreporting:
In general, research participants want to respond in a way that makes them look as good
as possible. Thus, they tend to under-report behaviors deemed inappropriate by
researchers or other observers, and they tend to over-report behaviors viewed as
appropriate. Self-report bias is particularly likely in organizational behavior research
because employees often believe there is at least a remote possibility that their employer
could gain access to their responses. (p. 247)
It is possible that PCMs interviewed and observed for this study modified their behaviors
and responses in fear of those responses being shared with other unknown individuals. In order
to best prevent this possibility, I focused less on outcomes and more on perceptions and values
that emerge out of the campaign process. For example, instead of asking PCMs to discuss
whether or not they felt their campaign was successful, I asked them to share stories about their
campaigns. These are much more difficult to fabricate on the spot in comparison to more banal
reiterations of values that have been communicated to them from the top of the organizational
chain.
A final, common limitation that evokes unease in the western approach to the change
process revolves around resource management. Most agencies, including Rare, seek simple,
cookie-cutter answers to be replicated across vast numbers of complex problems. Thus,
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participatory communication models are often met with dubiousness as they have historically
required more time and money. The present framework for evaluating participatory
communication for development seeks to remediate such concerns by better defining
participatory communication through seven interrelated components. Thus, if an initiative is truly
participatory, it will also be holistic, complex, critical, emergent, realistic and learning-based. If
this is the case, then the change process would theoretically require fewer resources because it
would evolve into a cyclical, self-organizing system that is owned by marginalized local people
and tackles realistic constraints. Some innovative models that are beginning to take the stage as
promising approaches to change include Entertainment-Education, Media Advocacy, Social
Mobilization, Participatory Action Research, and Positive Deviance to name a few (Singhal,
2010: Servaes, 2007; Servaes, 2008; Waisbord, 2001; Hovik & Luger, 2009). Rather than
looking to design completely new models for effecting social change, Lennie and Tacchi’s
approach can offer practical methods for evaluating existing models to determine if their
theoretical assumptions translate into practical, effective, and sustainable change processes.
Despite these limitations, which might prompt much concern among NGOs and
communication scholars, there are nevertheless several opportunities to be gained from this
study. For example, the conclusions drawn about the role of the facilitator such as PCMs in Rare
might offer other NGOs some insight into how they can develop more continuity across
programs with similar goals without oversimplifying the change context. For example, a
campaign implemented in one Indonesian fishing community will not be parallel to a campaign
in another community. However, if there is more continuity in terms of the process for
approaching change in those regions, the outcomes might render the same level of impact and
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sustainability. So, despite the type of model being used, whether it is similar to ToC or not,
Lennie and Tacchi’s approach for evaluating communication for development can be useful for
assessing how the model is being used.
Conclusions from this study also offer several opportunities to communication scholars
who focus on development and social change. Much like the opportunities presented for NGOs,
Lennie and Tacchi’s approach offers scholars the opportunity to explore the ways in which
theoretical models are put into practice. As discussed early in this work, a major concern of most
communication scholars in this field, particularly those interested in participatory approaches to
communication for more sustainable outcomes, is the disconnect between knowledge about
major social and environmental issues and changes in the behavior that causes those issues. This
study thoroughly explores the ways in which PCMs conceptualize their roles and how that
translates into strategies for converting Rare’s ToC model into practical and successful Pride
Campaigns. Communication scholars can gain much insight into what keys components are lost
during that process by analyzing how other program facilitators implement their initiatives.
Furthermore, there are few limitations on how this approach might be used. Some might explore
the validity of the research design implemented in the current study while others might explore
other uses for this theoretical approach. After all, communication in theory can be a different
animal than communication in practice (Otsyina & Rosenberg, 1997). When it comes to change,
one cannot deny its constancy. So, if practitioners and scholars hope to better understand
constantly changing, complex systems, they must seek approaches that do not attempt to stop
change in its tracks, but rather serve as a vehicle that can keep up and redirect change onto a new
path without deflating the agency of already marginalized community people.
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Appendix!
Interview Guide for Rare’s Pride Campaign Managers
1. Is community participation important in your organization? Why?

2. In what ways do community members participate in your campaign?

3. In what ways do you participate with your community?

4. What strategies for social change work best for you?

5. Did anyone respond negatively to you during your Pride Campaign? Give an example.

6. What did you do in situations when someone responded negatively to you?

7. What groups did you feel most comfortable interacting with? Why?

8. What groups did you feel least comfortable interacting with? Why?

9. Do you feel that being female or male affected the way you interacted with certain groups of
people? If so, in what ways?

10. Do you feel that your relationship with members of your community has changed since the
beginning of your campaign? In what ways?

11. Other comments? Komentar lain?
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